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the conflict cannot be carried on with the admirable com- 
pleteness and efficiency which characterized it during the last 
session without heavy outlay. If Mr. B. G. Lax is willing to 
pan ow vag gaa oy offices = the _— being, and to give 
is whole time to the conduct of the o ition to 
the Land Transfer Bill, the least the profession a & is to 
back him uP with means for procuring assistance which cannot 
be had, like his own services, gratuitously. We hope that 
o member of the society will bear these considerations in 
and decide to pay the increased subscription, at all 
events fora year or two more. The question of the reduction 
of the certificate duty and the increase of the annual certificate 
6° syrah society from 5s. to £1, is, we imagine, not 
ly to be entertained by the new Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer, and it may be that in this way funds may be supplied 
enabling the subscriptions again to be reduced. 





Ong satisractory feature of the new Parliament is likely to 
be an increase in the number of solicitor-members. In addition 
to Sir H. Fowzzr and Sir A. K. Rout, who retain their seats, 
there have been already returned at least six solicitors. Of 
these Sir J. T. Woopnovsz, who has been returned for Hudders- 
field, is the senior member of the firm of J. T. & H. Woodhouse, 
solicitors, of Hull. He is an alderman of the borough of Hull, 
and a justice of the and deputy-lieutenant for the East Rid- 
ing of Yorkshire. . Ropert Ascrort, who represents Oldham, 
is a member of the firm of R. & J. Ascroft & Maw, of Oldham, 


and is ident of the Oldham Law Association. Mr. Lewis 
Fry, who regains the seat for North Bristol, was formerly the 
head of the of Fry, Abbot, Pope, & Brown, solicitors, of 


Bristol, now Abbot, Pope, Brown, & Abbot. He is, we believe, 
a brother of Sir Epwarp Fry. Mr. Cnartzs Harrison, who 
re ts Plymouth, is a member of the firm of O. & 8. Harri- 
son & Oo., of 19, Bedford-row, London. He is well-known in 
connection with the London County Council. Mr. Avcusrus 
Haztpzr, who has been returned for Whitehaven, is the head of 
the firm of Brockbank, Helder, & Oo., solicitors, of White- 
haven. Mr. Sypney Gepcz (Walsall) is the head of the 
firm of Gedge, Kirby, & Millett, solicitors, of 1, Old Palace- 
yard, Westminster. In the other branch of the profession there 
may be mentioned as new lawyer-members, Mr. Epwarp Bonp 
(East Nottingham) ; the Hon. W. F. B. Masszy-Mainwarine 
(Central Finsbury); Mr. E. P. Moncxron (North Northampton- 
shire); Mr. ©. J. Monx (Gloucester); Mr. E. R. P. Moon 
North St. Pancras); Mr. Roszrt Purvis (Peterborough) ; Mr. 

. ©. Ricuarps (East Finsbury); Mr. W. 8. Rosson, Q.O. 
_— Shields); Mr. T. H. Rozertson (South Hackney) ; Mr. 

BERT Watiace (Perth); Mr. J. L. Warton, Q.C. (South 
Leeds) ; and last, but not least, Mr. J. F. Oswarp, Q.0. (Old- 
ham), who was originally a solicitor, and whose return to 
Parliament has caused nearly as much interest at Lincoln’s-inn 
as at Oldham. 





Lzr vs hope that among the new solicitor-members of 
Parliament there may be found some one who will be ready to 
take up the position, which has been vacant since the loss of 
Mr. Grecory, of Parliamentary representative of the profes- 
sion. There is urgent need of a member who will expound 
and urge in the House of Commons the views of solicitors with 
regard to proposed legislation, and to whom the Council of the 

rated Law Society can look to take charge of their Bills. 
We have hopes that Sir J. T. Woopnovsz may turn out to be 
the man of whom we have so long been in search. And as 
regards the lawyer-members in general, we trust there will be 
found among them men willing to bestow some attention in 
ical criticism of the measures which are laid before the 
new Parliament proposing to effect changes in the law. The 
legal members of the last Parliament, with few exceptions, 
were useless for this purpose. There were, we believe, not 
more than two or three who took any trouble even about the 
Finance Bill, 





Ws rrint elsewhere a letter from a correspondent which dis- 





stamp authorities. There was a mortgage to secure £1,000;, — 
transfer (in which the mortgagor concurred) reciting that £300 


had been paid off, such transfer being, therefore, for £700, 
and a reconveyance which was only stamped on £700. Now 


under the Stamp Act, 1891, a transfer is to be stamped on “the 


amount transferred,” while a reconveyance is to be stamped on 
“the amount of the money at any time secured” ; hence to the 
ordinary reader it oan § appear that the reconveyance wag 
insufficiently stamped, but the transfer was sufficiently stamped, 
The commissioners, however, held that the reconveyance wag 
sufficiently stamped, but that the transfer should be stamped 
with duty asa reconveyance in respect of the £300 paid off, 
That is to say, we suppose, they considered that a deed by 
which the property was not reconveyed, but conveyed to 
another mortgagee to secure a less amount, was ‘a . . , 
discharge, surrender . . . or renunciation of any such 
security as aforesaid or of the benefit thereof, or of the 
money thereby secured.” The Act does not say “or any 
part thereof,” nor, we venture to think, does it mean to 
say that. The intention is that the —_ on any sum 
which may have been paid off shall be 7 on the recon- 
veyance or release of the whole security. That, at all events, 
we believe, has been the impression and practice of the pro- 
fession, and we are souedend to hear that the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society did not see their way to support an 
appeal on the question, Our correspondent, however, took the 
matter into his own hands, and gave notice of appeal, whereupon 
the commissioners promptly drew in their horns, and intimated 
that if the appeal was withdrawn they would return the penalty 
in full. What is to be thought of a department which, after 
asserting in an official letter to the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society that a transfer stamped, under the circumstances 
above stated, with transfer duty only is ‘‘ erroneously stamped,” 
withdraws its contention when the matter is threatened to be 
ut to the test? The profession ought to be greatly obliged to 
. Surru for his spirited action. 





WHEN DEBENTURES have been issued so as tu constitute a 
floating charge upon the property of a company, it is of the 
utmost importance to know when the charge ceases to be 


floatin fastens definitely u assets. 

absence of special provision, it appears that this occurs when 
the business of the company is put an end to ea 
ment of a b j up. Raat Colonial _Truats 
orporation (15 Oh. D. 465) a company by the form of deben- 
ture bound “themselves “a! their se Be and their real and 
personal estate,” but there were no further provisions a 
the nature of the charge. Jxsszt, M.R., said the only way 
making the thing workable was to treat it as a floating char, 
attaching on the property of the company at the moment 
business was put an end to, either by the appointment of a 
receiver in an action instituted by the debenture-holders against 
the company, or at the commencement of a winding up, whether 
voluntary or compulsory. But it might be supposed that the 
debentures may make special provision for the crystallization of 
the security, and that upon the ha ing of any event specified 
the charge will take effect and forbid further dealing with the 
property. And this was the opinion of Pzansoy, J., in Be 
Horne and Hellard (29 Ch. D. 736), where the provision 
was that the charge should be a floating security “ until 
default in the payment of the principal or interest.” Pzansox, 
J., held that he was not at liberty to strike out these words and 
substitute for them “until a receiver of the property of the 
company shall be appointed, or until there shall be a winding 
up of the company”; and hence purchasers of land of the 
company were entitled to evidence that there had been 20 
default in payment of the principal or interest of the deben- 
tures, But the step which Pzarson, J., refused to take has now 
been taken by the Court of Ap in Government Stock Invest- 
ment Limited) v. Manila Railway Co. (ante, p. , where 
the condition was that fhe company should be able to deal with 
their property, notwithstanding the charge, until default m 
payment of interest for three months after it had become due, 








closes a rather singular coutse of procedtire on the part of the| 





or until a compulsory or voluntary winding up. The provisies a 


for crystallization of the security upon three months’ d 
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payment of interest is, it has been held, ineffectual, and it is 
necessary for the Asbonture-holdi actively to intervene and 
obtain the appointment of a receiver. Doubtless this is a more 
advantageous arrangement so far as concerns persons, other 
than the debenture-holders, having dealings with the com- 
pany, and some such consideration seems to have been the 
motive for the decision ; but it was not the arrangement which 
the debenture-holders had made, and of which all other persons 
| ould, if they wished, obtain the details. Legislation and judi- 
cial decision are each excellent in their sphere, but apparently 
in this case judicial decision has entered into the sphere of 


legislation. 











Ir 1s singular that the point which arose in ard v. Fan- 

shawe (ante, p. 623) on the jurisdiction in equity to grant relief 

' against forfeiture should never befure have been decided. From 
an early period it was settled that equity would interfere. to 
grant relief against forfeiture for non-payment of rent. In 
equity the purpose of the clause of re-entry is considered to be 

| only to secure the payment of the rent. When the rent is paid 
the end is obtained, and therefore the landlord is not permitted 

to take advantage of the forfeiture (Wadgan v. Caleraft, 10 Ves. 


p- 69; Sanders v. Pope, 12 Ves. p. 289). ‘And the jurisdiction 
was sanctioned by 4 Geo. 2, c. 28, which, however, Limited the 

of time within which the lcssee might pronaed tar-reltet to six 
t+". months after recovery of the premises in ej mt by the , 


The statute thus contemplated a recovery by the lessor by 
rocess of law, and in all the reported cases apparently the relief 
i been given after proceedings in ejectment have been 
instituted. But the lessor’s more natural way, in theory of law, 
is to re-enter, and there seems to be no reason why the equitable 
relief should not be granted after such re-entry without process 
of law. Indeed all the reason is the other way. The action of 
ejectment presupposes a right of re-entry, and it is this right 
which, as just stated, equity considers to be simply a security 
for payment of rent. How can it make any difference to 
the application of the equitable. jurisdiction whether the right 
of re-entry has been peaceably exercised by the lessor him- 
self, or whether he has had recourse to the help of the 
courts? In either case it is the right of re-entry on which 
he relies, and it is this right which equity declines to recog- 
nize as absolute. This view was taken by Srimuine, J., in 
Howard v. Fanshawe, who held that the lessee—or rather a per- 











son claiming through him—was entitled to be relieved against 
the forfeiture. Of course, where the lessee is appealing, not _to 








the equitable jurisdiction of the court, but to its statutory juris- 
considerations He can then only apply for relief where 
the lessor ‘‘1s proceeding by action or otherwise to enforce such 
aright of re-entry,” and if the lessor's proceeding is at an end, 
" and he has re-entered, the lessee’s right to relief is at an end 
" too (Rogers v. Rice, 1892, 2 Ch. 170). "Where the lessor is pro- 
w- ceeding by action, the lessee can apply for relief in this action. 
If the lessor can effect a re-entry, the lessee may not have a 
chance at the time of re-entry of availing himself of the statute, 
but it is to be remembered that the lessor must previously have 
served a notice of breach of covenant, and the lessee can usually 
guard himself against a re-entry, if he so wishes. 


In tHE case of Meux v. Great Eastern Railway Co. (reported 
‘ elsewhere) the Court of Appeal have avoided some of the diffi- 
culties incident to contracts between railway companies and the 
public by relying on the broad _ principle at even in the 
absence of contract, a company is lable in tort for damage to 

ftods tawny 05 their promis, the Tumage being due to the 
j ve misfeasance of their servants. @ goods in question 
. belonged te bady Mere the olnintiff, and consisted of the 
livery of one of her servants which the servant took with him in 
& portmanteau as his personal luggage upon a journey on the 
defendant company’s line. Lady Mrvux was not travelling at 
the time, though she provided the money for the servant’s 
ticket. In consequence of the portmanteau being improperly 


handled by the company’s servants it was thrown on to the line 
infront of a train and the contents damaged. The Court of 

















were under a duty to the portmanteau safely to the end of + 
the journey. In Marshall v. York, Newcast ick Jiail- £ 
way Co. (11 ©. B., p. 662) 1s, Od., though Gok 
_| there was no contract with a servant travelling with his master, pn fee 


peal, agreeing on this point with Maruew, J., held that the 
po toe was solely with icon and that Lady Mrvx could 
not intervene and sue upon it as principal. H so far as the 
coniract was concerned, she was withoutremedy. But, although 
the livery did not to the servant, yet there seems no reason 
to doubt that he p y took it with him as personal luggage, 
and, consequently, it was lawfully — the company’s premises. 
Under such circumstances it might be argued that the company 
are liable both for i and for misfeasance ; that they 


eo 


whose ticket was taken and paid for by the master, yet the 
company were under a duty to carry the servant safely, a duty 


which extended to the safe carriage of his 


1 and hence 
the servant could sue in tort in of the be of the lug- 
gage. And in Foulkes v. Aetropoliten District Railway Co. (5 ruta 
C. P. D., p. 170) Theste Joy O it was very v 


difficult to draw any line the commission of an act in 
itself wrongful and the omission of some act to which the com- 
y would admittedly be bound if the passenger were carried nC 
y them under a contract. But however this may be, the com- 
e mis 


y are at least liable in o actual : 
fessance, and the Coust of Ps , reversing the judgment of 
THEW, J., gave judgment for Lady Mrvx. 








Tue Court of Appeal have affirmed the judgment of Haw- 
kins, J., in Robb v. Green (ante, p. 382) on the relation of mas- v 
ter and servant with respect to confidential information acquired 
by the servant in the course of his employment. Technically 
the_relation of master and servant is one of contract, but prac- 


tically it tion : 
master in the servant, anc Juty is imposed 


servant of respectin t confidence. The practical aspect of 
the matter is e snciled With the technical form by saying that 
the contract of service contains an implied stipulation that the 
servant shall not abuse his master’s confidence in matters apper- 
















taining to his service. Bowzn, L.J., treated the question of Z. Z 
implied contract with his usual felicity in Lamb v. Evans (1893, ” 

1 Oh. p. 229) when he was dealing with “the relation of prin- 

cipal and agent :—‘‘ The common law, it is true, treats the mat- rane . 


ter from the point of view of an implied contract, and assumes 
that there is a promise to do that which is part of the 


or which can be fairly implied as part of the faith which is 
necessary to make the in effectual. is an implied 
contract or an implied promisein law? It is that ise which 


the law implies and authorizes us to infer in order to give the 
transaction that effect which the must have in- 
tended it to have, and without ich it would be futile.” 
In the case of master and servant it cannot be supposed 
that the parties would have entered into the contract except 
upon the understanding that no abuse was to be made of con- 
fidential information which the servant would acquire in the 
course of his service, and a stipulation to this effect must be 
implied. The implication the effect of making i 

to reduce the entire relation to one Of contract 
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Tr 1s familiar law now that a com has no power to issue 


shares at a discount, the pri g that the creditors of 
the company are entitled to assume that the whole of the sub- 
scribed capital of the company has been actually received in 
cash, save where shares are. otherwise paid for in full under a 
duly signed contract. In Re Faure ic Accumulator Oo. (37 
ve R. ey 40 ada: at p. yf was PY that 
the principle applied so as to prohi yment of commis- 
thy brokers for placing shares. Such wh ca boron in his view, 





was not really payment for work and Jabour. It was an ind “a 
ment held out t0 brokers #0 asalet in paltuing of om the publle a 
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shares of companies which were unsound, or, at any rate, un- 
popular. It was, he said, a course of proceeding calculated to lead 
to a great amount of evil in the commercial world, and it ought to 
be discouraged. Apparently this opinion places too low an esti- 
mate on the services which a broker renders, and at any rate it 
has not been endorsed by the Court of Appeal in Metropolitan 
Coal Consumers’ Association v. Sorimgeour & (Co. There the 
tiff company had allowed a commission of 2} per cent. to 
the defendants, a firm of stockbrokers, in respect of shares 
taken by their clients. Upog the _ company going into liquida- 
// tion the liquidator sought to recover this amount. The Court 
of Appeal held, however, that it was a payment properly made, 
and that it stood on the same footing as a payment for advertise- 
ments. In financial matters, as elsewhere, the middleman has 
his uses and must be paid, however desirable it may be to dis- 
pense, where possible, with his services. 








COSTS OF SOLICITOR-MORTGAGEES. 


Tne Mortgagees Legal Costs Act, 1895, which received the 
Royal ast on the 6th inst., introduces a change of importance 
to solicitors by enabling them to charge the ordinary costs for 
w em s. 1t thus renders obsolete 
the recent decisions which have denied them this right, and it 
avoids the necessity for settling the disputed question whether 
the right could be acquired by express agreement with the 
mortgagor. 

The doctrine that a solicitor could not charge profit costs in 
respect of the preparation of a mortgage to himself was estab- 
lished by the decision of Kay, J., in 1889 in Re Roberts 
(38 W. R. 225, 43 Ch. D. 52). That judge put if upon the 
ground that a mortgagee’s solicitor can only get his costs by 
charging them to the mortgagee, who in turn recovers them 
against the mortgagor, and that, if the solicitor is himself the 
mortgagee, there is no one whom he can charge, and so the 
first step in the process cannot betaken. The reasoning was in- 
genious but unsound, for it would deprive the solicitor of even his 
out of pocket expenses, a result which is inconsistent with Kay, 
J.’s, own statement of the effect of the case in Field v. Hopkins 
(44 Ch. D., p. 530). The real question was whether the solici- 
tor-mortgagee was entitled to charge the mortgagor with costs 
representing remuneration for personal services, and it arose 
again subsequently in Re Wallis (38 W. R. 482, 25 Q. B. D. 
176) with respect to the costs of litigation relating to the mort- 
gage. 

It bad, indeed, already been decided in Sclater v. Cottam (5 
W. R. 744) that a solicitor-mortgagee was only entitled to costs 
out of pocket of suits for defending the mortgaged property in 
which he acted personally, the principle being that, although he 
could employ and pay another solicitor to act for him, yet he 
could not himself charge for his own personal trouble. In 
London Scottish Benefit Building Society v. Chorley (32 W. R. 
523, 13 Q. B. D. 872), however, it was held that in ordinary 
actions a solicitor who was a party and who acted for himself 
was entitled upon taxation to the same costs as if he had 
employed a solicitor, except in respect of items which the fact of 
his acting personally made unnecessary; and in Re Donaldson 
(27 Ch. D. 544), Bacon, V.C., relied to a certain extent upon 
this decision as justifying him, notwithstanding Sclater v. Cottam, 
in gt be solicitor-mortgagee profit-costs of litigation. But 
Re Wallis had the effect of rehabilitating Sclater v Cottam, and 
at the same time it gave the sanction of the Court of Appeal to 
the decision of Kay, J., in Re Roberts. The rights of mortgagor 
and mortgagee inter se, said Lord Esuer, M.R., depend upon the 
contract between them; and when there is no express contract, 
but only the ordinary contract which arises out of the relation 
of mortgagor and mortgagee, the mortgagee cannot charge the 
mortgagor with remuneration for his own personal services in 
relation to the mortgage. And in Stone v. Lickorish (39 W. R. 
331; 1891, 2 Ch. 363), Sriruine, J., applied the principle so as 
to deprive a solicitor-mortgagee of his profit-costs of a redemp- 
tion action. 











ection to a solicitor-mortgagee charging profit- 


terms of the ordinary contract between mortgagee and mort- 
gagor, it might be supposed that it would be easy to get over 
the difficulty by inserting in the mortgage an express stipula- 
tion providing for the charge, and it is quite possible that such 
a stipulation would be held by the Court of Appeal to be good, 
On the other hand, it is possible that it would be regarded as 
the securing of a collateral advantage for the mortgagee in addi- 
tion to his principal, interest, and costs, and so as being within the 
rule of Jennings v. Ward (2 Vern. 520), that ‘‘a man shall not 
have interest for his money, and a collateral advantage besides 
for the loan of it, or clog the redemption with any by- 
ment’; and to this effect were the judgments of Kay, i in 
Field vy. Hopkins (44 Ch. D., p. 530), and of Kexewion, J., in 
Eyre v. Wynn-Mackenzie (42 W. R, 220, 1894; 1 Oh. 218), 
though in Mainland v. Upjohn (41 Ch. D. 126) the former judge 
had held that the mortgagee, on an advance of £700, might 
validly contract to have a mortgage for £1,000, thereby gaining 
a bonus of £300. 

The settlement of this question, however, has now been 
avoided, and the whole matter placed upon a satisfactory foot- 
ing, by the recent Act, the text of which we print elsewhere, 
Section 2 deals with the costs incident to the creation of the 
mo: e. Where a mortgage is made to a solicitor, he is to 
be entitled to receive for all business transacted and acts done 
by him in negotiating the loan, deducing and investigating the 
title, and pre completing the mortgage, such 
‘usual professional charges and remuneration as he would 
entitled to receive if the mortgage had been made to a thi 
person, and such third person had retained and employ 
the solicitor to transact the business and do the acts. The 
section supposes, therefore, an imaginary client who is to be 

; be in the position of mortpapes. he solicitor will 
make out his bill of costs exactly as he would to such a 
client, and the amount of the bill so made out he will be 
entitled to charge against the mortgagor. Where the solicitor 
is a member of a firm, the firm will be able to charge to the 
same extent for work done in connection With tho mortpage ; 
B 5 is to apply also where the mortgage is 
made to a solicitor jointly with any other person. This last 
provision gets rid of Hibbert v. Lloyd (41 W. R. 49; 1893, 
1 Ch. 129), in which the Court of Appeal, affirming Srreive, 
J., decided that the rule in Cradock v. Piper (1 Mac. & G. 664), 
that a solicitor-trustee, acting on alf of himself and his co- 
trustees, is entitled to charge for litigious work, does not extend 
to the case of a solicitor-mortgagee acting on behalf of himself 
and his co-mortgagees; and the provision enabling the firm, 
of which the solicitor-mortgagee is a member, to charge the 
ordinary costs gets rid of ean (41 W. R. 49; 1893, 1 Ch. 
129), in which Srreurne, J., held that the firm could charge 
only the share of costs to which the non-mortgagee partner 
would be entitled as between himself and the mortgagee partner. 

Section 3 deals with the costs aes to the creation of 
the mortgage, and it expressly includes case of a mortgage 
which becomes vested, either by transfer or transmission, in a 
solicitor whether alone or jointly with any other person. As in 
the previous section the costs of the solicitor-mortgagee are to 
be made out as though he had acted for a client, and, in accord- 
ance with the ordinary practice, they are to be charged against 
the security. They will include the costs of proceedings for the 
protection or realization of the security, and also the costs of a 
redemption action, and the section applies to mortgages made 
and business done either before or after the commencement of 
the Act. Section 2, on the other hand, only applies to mort- 
gages made after the commencement of the Act, and the costs 
under it are recoverable from the mortgagor, no provision being 
made for ing them against the security. In practice, of 
course, they will be deducted from the amount of the advance. 

Tne general result is that-a salicitor who tales a mortgage, o 
in_whom @ mortgage becomes vested, will_be_able to charge 
against the mortgagor or against the security, as the case may 
be, for work done by the same costs to which he can 
o the work on hiss The Legislature in fact 
has recognized the unmreasonableness of the rule depriving 
solicitors of profit-costs which had been established by judicial 
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cos's is founded on the incompatibility of such charge with the 


decision, and, without imposing any fresh burden on mortgagors, 
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it has enabled solicitors to retain control of the business in 
which individually they are interested, 








THE MERGER OF CHARGES. 


Ir has long been settled that in the event of a charge on land 
becoming vested in the person who is owner of the land, the 
question whether the charge shall be deemed to have merged 
in the Ownership of the land is in equity, and consequently now 
all PS me Tention. ne que sald 
M.E., in . Moffat (18 Ves., p. 390), “upon the 
intention, actual or presumed, of the person in whom the 
interests are united.” In some cases it may be difficult to say 
whether an actual intention to keep the charge alive has been 
expressed, but, if this difficulty of fact can be got over, the 
application of the rule iseasy. The charge continues to exist, 
ro the title to the charge remains quite distinct from the title 











> the land. he absence, however, of any indication of 
actual intention it has to be considered on what grounds the 


intention shall be presumed to be in favour of merger or the 
reverse. 


Ordinarily the test is to be found in the adv. e of the per- 
son in whom i . If it is to 


vantage ee 6 charg " ition to do so 18 
resumed. , 4 d, “his advantage does not 
require Such a course, the presumption is reversed, and the 
charge is merged. ‘‘ Where no intention is expressed,” said 
Grant, M.R., in the case just cited, ‘‘ or the party is incapable 
of expressing any, I apprehend the court considers what is 
most advantageous for him” (see Grice v. Shaw, 10 Hare, 76, 
Tyrwhitt v. Tyrwhitt, 32 Beav. 244). Hence, when the nD 
who becomes entitled to the charge is owner in fee simple, the 
general rule is that the charge merges in the inheritance, “ unless 
the owner of the estate does some act to keep the c alive, 
or unless, from the circumstances of the case, it would be for 
his interest that the charge should continue to be a subsisting 
charge on the estate” (Swinfen v. Swinfen, 29 Beav., p. 203). 
In the absence of such special circumstances, it is of no advan- 





tage to the owner to keep the charge alive; on the contrary the | bee 


merger has the advantage of simplifying the title to the 
land (cf. Donisthorpe v. Porter, 2 Eden, p. 163). And 
the result is the same where the landowner is tenant in tail, 
for he can at any time bar the entail and become absolute owner 
(Drinkwater v. Combe, 2 8. & 8. p. 845). 










But where the charge 
rT) uired by an_ owner who has not con o e tee, the 
ee tion is against merger. Thus in the case of a tenant 
or ie it ty tteurty tor is advantage that the charge should be 
kept alive, and an intention to this effect is presumed (Pitt v. 
Pitt, 22 Beav. 294). 

According to the above principles the intention should be pre- 
sumed to be against merger whenever a first charge upon an 
estate subject to subsequent incumbrances is vested in the owner 
of the estate. It is for his interest that the first charge. should 
be kept alive (Forbes v. Moffatt, 18 Ves. p. 392). At the same 
time it would be clearly improper to carry the rule so far as to 
allow a mortgagor who pays off a first mortgage to set it u 
against a second mortgagee. ‘The general principle,” sai 


Lord Onanworts, ©., in Otter v. Lord Vaug (6 De G. M. & G. 
laxt.p. 642), “that a mortgagor cannot set up inst his 


own incumbrance any other incumbrance created by him- 
self, is a proposition that, I think, has never been 
controverted.” ut the exception from the general prin- 
ciple has been carried further than this, and in the well- 
known decision of Grant, M.R., in Zoulmin v. ¢ (3 Mer. 210) 


~ it was extended to the case of the Sequisition of the equity of 


redemption by the first mortgagee. Such a purchaser, however, 
stands in a different position from the m paying off the 


' first charge, for he is perfectly at liberty to keep up the first 


charge against subsequent incumbrances, and he can do so by 
expressing a suitable intention (Adams v. Angell, 5 Oh. D. 634). 
Hence, just as in other cases, it should be possible, in the 
absence of express intention, to presume an intention in favour 


of the first mortgagee in accordance with what is for his advan- | ] 


tage. 
Toulmin v. Steere, accordingly, although it has never been 





overruled, has met with very adverse criticism. In Watts v. 
Symes (1 De G. M. & G., p. 244) Kutcur Brvuos, L.J., while 
allowing it to be plain that a person who borrowed money could 
not be his own creditor or set up an incumbrance of his own 
against his creditor, doubted whether Grant, M.R., was in 
applying the same rule to a purchaser of the equity of redemp- 
tion. So in Stevens v. Mid-Hants Railway Co, (21 W. R. 858, 
L. R. 8 Oh. 1064) James, L.0., said, “Of course it is quite right 
that an intermediate incumbrancer should not be prejudiced by 
any dealings between his debtor and another incumbrancer ; at 
the same time it is not for this court to find some recondite 
technical reason for giving a man a benefit at the expense of 
another man who was under no liability whatever to pay him,” 
and he observed that the principle of in v. Steere was not 
to be extended, an observation which he repeated in Adams v. 
Angell (supra), 

Both in Watts v. Symes (supra) and in Adams v. Angell there 
was, so it was held, evidence of an intention on the part 
of the purchaser of the equity of redemption that the first 
which in the first case he paid off, and in the second case 
originally held, should be kgpt alive, and hence it was not 
necessary to decide upon the correctness of the rule in Zoulmin 
v. Steere. The same circumstance 
of the matter by the House of Lords in the recent case of a 
v. Cann (1895: A. ©. 11). There an equity of redemption 
was in August, 1885, vested in the trustee in bank- 
ruptey of Piruzr, the mortgagor, and at the same time 
a mortgage for £1,000 was in Miss Annoy. There was 
a subsequent charge for £600 in favour of Tuonnz. In Feb- 

, 1886, the trustee sold the equity of redemption to Szanxe, 
to whom also in May, 1888, Miss Arnoxtp assigned her mort- 
gage. It was contended on behalf of Tuonwz’s executrix that 
the effect was to extinguish the mortgage for £1,000, and let in 
the charge for £600; but there were circumstances connected 
with the assignment of the £1,000 mortgage to Sxanrz, and 
with the raisin 
Arnotp off, which 
debt should be kept alive, and hence there 4 

But for the fact of such intention appearing it would have 

nD to consider the correctness of min v. Steere, 
and it is to be regretted that the ty for doing so did not 
arise. Lord Hersouztt, ©,, in referring to the case, contented 
himself with saying that the decision t be open to recon- 
sideration in the House of Lords ; Lord Warson spoke of * the 
very doubtful authority of the rule laid down in Zoulmin v. 
Steere; and Lord Macnacuren said :—‘' The authority of that 
case cannot nowadays be treated as going beyond the actual 
decision. Whether it would be regarded as a binding authority 
in a case on all fours with it, except in a court of first instance, 
is at least doubtfal.” 
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by him of the money required to pay Miss - 





has prevented a consideration VAor1mt 
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As a matter of principle it seems safe to say that the rule is 
wrong. out a o 
oF the uity of redemption are not on the same footing as = 
cognate chili? to set up the prior mortgage against subsequent 
incumbrancers. ‘The original mc zor may not do so, but 
the purch B) of the BC Ut ) demption m > ; wheth 





conceded, it seems te follow that the intention may be either 
aye = pene There is no reason for depriving the 
purchaser of the benefit of the ion which is allowed to 
prevent a m in every other case—the presum: namely, 
that he shall be taken to have intended that which is for 

advan hence the first charge ought to be deemed to be 
kept alive. In other words, 
doctrine that merger depend 









uent incumbrance 

OF sures the effect of Zoulmin v. can be 

an inserti ton te the ooearney Same oe of redemption of an 
ress provision that the de 


subsisting, and in Stevens v. Mid- Railway Co. (supra) Tames, 
L.J., observed that this a the 
innocuous. But the remark is true as cases in 
which the consequences of the decision are 
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guarded against, it overlooks those in which they are not fore- 
seen, and where the ordinary conveyancing precaution has not 
been adopted. In a case of the latter kind the rule in Zoulmin 
v. Steere may be productive of injustice. 


REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF CONTRACT. 


A MANUAL OF THE LAW or CONTRACT FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS. 
By M. Masip Uttar and J. G. Cotciovaes, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
(Jordan & Sons). 


This volume contains within a moderate compass a clearly written 
and clearly arranged statement of the law of contract, and it will be 
found useful by the class for whom it is intended. In some cases the 
law is not quite up to date. The reference to the Judgments Act, 
1864 (p. 27), under which land is not affected by a judgment until 
actually delivered in execution, is hardly complete without mention 
also of the Lands Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888, 
which requires registration of the Writ of execution; and it is not 
safe to direct the student’s attention to the Married Women’s Pro- 

ry Act, 1882, without pointing out that itis modified in a material 
particular by the Married Women’s Property Act, 1893. The judg- 
ment of the Court of Appeal in Maxim-Nordenfelt Guns Co. v. Nor- 
denfelt is twice referred to (pp. 55, IIT) without any intimation that 

@ case has since been before the House of Lords (1894, A. C. 535), 
and that the doctrine as to covenants in general restraint of trade has 
been placed upon a new footing. And in the section on penalties 
and liquidated damages there should be a reference to Wallis v. Smith 
(21 Ch. D. 243). But in general the law seems to be correctly and 
satisfactorily stated, and prominence is usefully given to various 
matters, such as contracts by advertisement and interference with 
contracts, which have been the subject of discussion recently. At 
page 15 a judgment is atiributed to Wills, J., instead of Willes, J., 
an error against which the date of the report (Spencer y. Harding, 
L. R. 5 C. P. 561) should have been sufficient warning. The book 
will bear revision, but in substance it is good. 





PRACTICAL FORMS. 


A HANDBOOK OF PRACTICAL FoRMS, CONTAINING A VARIETY OF USE- 
FUL AND SELECT PRECEDENTS REQUIRED IN SOLICITORS’ OFFICES, 
RELATING TO CONVEYANCING AND GENERAL MATTERS. WITH 
NUMEROUS VARIATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS. By H. Moors, Esq. 
THIRD EDITION. REVISED AND EDITED BY HERBERT PERCIVAL, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


This volume contains a great variety of forms suitable for the every- 
day requirements of a solicitor’s office—forms, for instance, of 
acknowledgments, of affidavits, of statutory declarations, of notices, 
and the more ordinary forms used in conveyancing. The previous 
editions were published in 1886 and 1890 respectively, and the fact 
that another is now called for shews that the work has been found 
useful. Recent changes in law and practice have necessitated the 
introduction of a considerable quantity of fresh matter, and, as an 
——— to the selected forms, the editor has added a complete list 
of the official forms used in bankruptcy, in winding up, in payment 
of death duties, &c. The notes contain full directions for the use of 
the forms and for their variation according to circumstances. The 
work is a very convenient one to have at hand, and the care which 
has been bestowed on the present edition will secure its continued 
success. 





WRITS OF SUMMONS. 


Tae Law AND PRACTICE RELATING TO WRITS OF SUMMONS, THEIR 
IssvE AND SERVICE. By WALTER Gorst Cuiay, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The issue of the writ is only a small part in the proceedings in an 
action ; but since it initiates the litigation it is essential to secure an 
accurate compliance with the necessary formalities, and there are 
many points which require careful attention. The manual which 
Mr. Clay has compiled very usefully meets the needs of practitioners 
in this respect, and a reference to the rules and the authorities as he 
has collected them will be found vastly more convenient than a 
search through the labyrinthine pages of the Annual Practice. In 

‘ticular his chapters on special indorsements, on service out of the 
jurisdiction, and on actions in firm names contain an excellent 
statement of the practice upon matters in connection with which 
difficulty frequently arises. The book is likely to be very serviceable, 
and may be safely commended to the notice of the profession. 











THE LAW OF PARTNERSHIP, 
A Digest or THE LAW OF PARTNERSHIP, INCORPORATING THE 


ParTNERSHIP ‘Act. 1890. By Sir FREDERICK PoLLock, Bart., 
Barrister-at-Law, Corpus Professor of Jurisprudence in the 
University of Oxford. SrxrH Eprrion. Stevens & Sons. 


Sir Frederick Pollock fitly prefaces this edition of his Digest of the 
Law of Partnership with an account of the manner in which a —_ 
part of his original digest received legislative sanction by the 
Partnership Act, 1890, and he makes some interesting remarks on the 
general question of codification. ‘‘ Codes,” he observes, ‘‘ are not 
meant to dispense lawyers from being learned, but for the ease of the 
lay people and the greater usefulness of the law.” Where the law is 
merely codified without being amended, it is the object of the 
draftsman to enunciate the principles underlying the cases, and the 
short facts of the cases may still be usefully employed by way of 
illustration. To this plan of illustrative examples Sir Frederick 
Pollock adheres, and the notes to the Act have been revised so 
as to incorporate the effect of the most recent authorities. The rules 
of procedure governing actions by and against partnership firms, and 
the law as to the administration of the assets of firms and partners 
in bankruptcy, are not contained in the Partnership Act, and they 
form the subject of the second part of the book. The volume is 
invaluable as containing a clear and concise exposition of the princi- 
ples of the law of partnership. 





MERCHANT SHIPPING. 


THe MERcHANT Suipprne Act, 1894; WITH THE RULES OF CoURT 
MADE THEREUNDER. BEING A SUPPLEMENT TO Kay’s Law 
RELATING TO SHIPMASTERS AND SEAMEN. TO WHICH ARE 
ADDED THE (PROPOSED) REGULATIONS FOR PREVENTING COLLI- 
sions aT Sea. WirH Nores. By the Hon. JoHN WILLIAM 
MANSFIELD, M.A., and GzorGE WitiiamM Duncan, B.A., Barris- 
ters-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


In noticing the recent edition of Kay’s ‘“‘ Law Relating to Ship- 
masters and Seamen” we observed that it was unfortunate that the 
book should have been published before the passing of the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894, The inconvenience is now remedied by the issue 
of an edition of the Act as a supplement to the treatise, and the use 
of the two works together has been facilitated by the insertion, as 
marginal notes to the Act, of references to the appropriate sections 
in the treatise. Such further authorities have been cited as are 
necessary to bring the work up to date, and a special feature has 
been made of the index, which now serves for both volumes, the 
references to Kay and the references to the Act being distinguished 
by different type. The editors have wisely included in the index a 
full table of the former statutes, showing how they have been dealt 
with by the Act of 1894.. This, combined with the references to 
Kay, will go far to make that treatise as serviceable as if it had incor- 
porated the recent Act. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Rogers on Elections. Vol. II. Parliamentary Elections and 
Petitions, with Appendices of Statutes, Rules, and Forms. Seven- 
teenth Edition. By 8. H. Day, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Medical Partnerships, Transfers, and Assistantships. By WILLIAM 
BARNARD, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law, and G. BERTRAM STOCKER, 
Managing Director of the Scholastic, Clerical, and Medical Associa- 
tion (Limited). Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Criminal Law. A Sketch of its Principles and Practice. By 
Henry W. Disney, B.A. (Oxon.), and Harotp Gunpry, M.A. 
(Oxon.), Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Corrupt and Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vict. c. 51), with an Introduction and Notes of all Judicial Decisions 
under the Act. By Ernest A. JEtF, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Second Edition. Including the Corrupt and Illegal Practices Act, 
1895, with Notes. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 





The Central Law Journal says that a certain justice of the peace, having 
arrived, previous to a trial, at a conclusion upon a question of law highly 
satisfactory to himself, refused to entertain an ent. by the op 4 
counsel. ‘‘If your honour pleases,” the co’ replied, ‘I should like 
to cite a few authorities upon the point.’’ Here he was sharply inter- 
rupted Ld the justice, who stated: ‘‘The court knows the law, and is 
thoroughly advised in the premises, and has given its opinion, and that 
settles it.” ‘‘ It was not,’’ continued the counsel, ‘‘ with an idea of con- 
vincing your honour that you are wrong, but I should like to show you 
what a fool Blackstone was.”’ 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
STAMP ON TRANSFER OF MORTGAGE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal, ] 


Sir,—Referring to the enclosed extract taken from the annual 

report of the Council of the Incorporated Law nage pC which has just 
been issued and circulated. amongst its members, I should like, with 

your permission, to explain the point, which, considering the prevalence 
af the practice as to the ad valorem stamp in respect whereof such 
deeds are chargeable, practitioners phere 2 y may, on a mere glance 
of the extract in question oh eg particularly as there happens to be a 
clerical error), f ‘tail to 

There may of course hove been other cases, but as I was acting in 
a matter in which the question arose, and which I brought to the 
notice both of the Liverpool Law Society and the Incorporated Law 
Society (U.K.), I believe Iam right in conjecturing that it was my 
case which led up to the letter of the commissioners referred to in 
the extract. 

The facts are simple, and are as follows :— 

1, A mortgage by A. B. in favour of C. D, to secure £1,000. 

2. A transfer of the mortgage from C. D. to E. F. (A. B. being a 
party) which recites that £300 had been paid by A. B. in reduction of 
ra principal, the transfer being consequently for the balance—viz., 

700. 

3. A reconveyance from E. F. to A. B. 

The reconveyance (the subject-matter of the adjudication) was ap- 
parently not sufficiently stamped, bearing, asit did, ad valorem duty 
only on the £700, the amount owing at that time, and not on 


the £1,000, the amount originally secured, which the Act 
uires. 
he commissioners, however, on being supplied with an abstract of 


title in the ordinary course, held that the reconveyance was 
properly stamped, but that No. 2 (the transfer of monene) was 
insufficiently pranges on the ground that, not only was the deed 
chargeable with ad valorem duty on the amount transferred (£700),- 
but was also chargeable with ad valorem duty as a reconveyance on 


the amount which, as recited in the deed, been paid by the 
mortgagor between the respective dates of the m eiaed transfer. 
This, I considered, was so contrary to the pre Zz ice, and 


to the views of the profession generally on the wabjost that I at once 
brought the matter before the societies above-named with a view of 


the point of the liability to such further duty being litigated, but the b 


Council of the Incorporated Law Society at that time did not see 
their way to support an appeal. 

Notwithstanding this, as I could nowhere find authority for 
charging one deed under the two heads and scales of duty, and as the 
statute and cases clearly, in my opinion, refuted the basis of assess- 
ment, I treated the matter as a personal one, and after paying the 
amount of the extra duty and the penalty demanded by the 
authorities at Somerset House, I gave notice of appeal, and requested 
them to state a case. 

And now for the sequel. After some delay, but before any 
further steps had been taken, the commissioners of their own accord 
suggested as the amount in dispute—i.e., the extra duty—was so 
small, and as the costs of an appeal would be considerable, that it 
did not seem worth while to proceed with the appeal, and they 
stated that if I would withdraw the proposed appeal they were 
prepared to return me the penalty in full. 

I leave your readers to put their own construction on such an offer, 
which naturally resulted in Rs i being allowed to drop; but I 
hope that some day the be litigated, as I do not at all 
agree with the remarks 0 the commissioners “‘ that such instruments 
are not numerous.’ 

The class of deed will be found in nearly every solicitors’ office 
throughout the length and breadth of the land; and until we have 
some judicial construction, the point will always be a source of 
uneasiness to ene ayer 

I must a for havin ww Baws 
space, but that the subject is one 
take more ag ordinary interest. 

3, Commerce Chambers, Harrington-street, Liverpool, July 15. 


The following is the extract from the report referred to :— 
Stamps on Partial Releases on a 
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A somewhat similar question arose as to the . ae ap to be 
id on a release of a mortgage oe vel a tematen at the 
Lstanes of the mortgage at tou a deed to which the 
original mo: r was a party, and the "lt saoan 
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the reduced debt substituted ; and an to the 
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duty without penalty on an 
which have been adjudicated, which has erroneously stem 


with transfer duty only, if such application is received 
January Ist, 1896.” 
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PRESS COPIES OF LETTERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Referring to ie one wrt and to the spe of your 
correspondent in re, to the use o type-writer for correspon- 
dence, I think the defects alluded to arise by reason of carelessness 
in the human agent, and are not fairly chargeable to the type- 
writer, the copying-book, or the damping-instrument. This letter 
and enclosures is a fair specimen of the work turned out in my office. 
The carbon-copy I use for draft bills of costs, and the press- 
copy is taken with os ’s cloth-bath in a letter-book. If you like, 

ease send them on to Mr. Turner, whom I only know through his 

elightfully written books. A. BUTTERFIELD. 

yond July 16. j 

Niner eye — of our correspondent is admirably clear, 
ok ettoeeel also is the press copy enclosed. The carbon 
copy is less distinct, but still quite legible. —Eb., 8.J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
ROBB v. GREEN—No. 1, 10th July. 


Master anp Servant—Manacer—ConripentiaL Revation—Usine Inror- 
MATION ACQUIRED pvuRING Sgrvice—Oanvasstna Ovstomers—Impiiep 
Contract—INsUNCTION. 

Appeal from the judgment of Hawkins, J., at the trial of the action 
without a jury, supented ante, p. 382 ; 1895, 2 Q. B. 1. The action was 
brought by the ae. a in and eggs, against the defend- 
ant, who had been his and atten leaving his fo vps lit oP 
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of game pon 

a po cri setae the bathing walters 

. His customers were numerous, li Sie etng fice 
their names and addresses being collected in ten Lom nh In 1890 the 
laintiff required a manager, and in July he had an interview with the 
Jefendant, ant cnpalnnt Se Se Se Se ee 

of course h he relied on parti : 





the farm tr-strict confidence. On the 3ist of July pi 
defendant a letter with regard to his remuneration, and defendant replied 


to it on the 2nd of August, the plaintiff eee eee 
of Augast. The defendant Dg plaintiff's service as manager in 
Se ber. On the 22nd of Noveuber, 1893, the defendant gave 
ny ye 
and it was a 1894, ‘o 
defendant was carrying on a rival business, and was sending circulars to 
his (plaintiff’s) customers, whose names were contained in the order-book 
to which the defendant hed access whilst in his service, he ha 
pier Be without his master’s suthority, made « copy ot Uist of 
names. The mega howe ~ ay ae action, claiming an injunc- 
tion and damages. "es doetone jeer Tho dekendens Sepenbod , granting 
tenn ret cotea e 
Tux Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Kay and A. L. ‘aaeas Bats das 
missed the appeal. 
Loot Hem, M.R., sald that the action of the defendant in 
of the names of his m r’s Customers, not for the 












the & nd dex in him. I was a wrong act and a breach 
of trust. oa The contenct was 
, but the lew wold en , 









R. 405; " 1893, —_ 218). 
tin: bas of 


ae, vight in giving da ate ake hepnenians 


L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsat, J. . aos 
om A Sorrcrrors, Church, Rendell, , Todd, ¢ Co; Roopers ¢ 





commissioners replied on the 2ist of June, 1895, ‘‘ That, according to 
their experience, instruments of such q nature are not numerous, and ; 





(Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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MEUX v. GREAT EASTERN RAILWAY CO.—No. 1, 11th July. 


Rartway Company—Passencer’s Luccace—Neciicsnce—TickeT TAKBN 
py Servant—LvuGeace petonarnc To Master—Ricut or Master To 
Suz. 


Appeal from the judgment of Mathew, J., in favour of the detendants 
at the trial of the action without a jury. "The action was to recover 
for injury to goods owing to the defendants’ negligence. The 
following facts were admitted: The damaged goods, which consisted of 
a servant’s livery, the property of the plaintiff, were in a portmanteau, 
which was handed into the custody of the defendants by the plaintiff's 
servant, to be carried from Waltham Cross to Liverpool-street Station as 
rs’ luggage. The portmanteau was overturned in front of a train 
one of the defendants’ servants, and the contents were damaged. The 
tiff’s servant was a passenger, and was travelling as the servant of 
and at the request and expense of the plaintiff. Mathew, J., held that 
the plaintiff was not entitled to sue. The plaintiff appealed. 
Tur Covert (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Kay and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 
Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the negligence of the defendants was an 
vi active piece of negligence, and not a mere non-doing of something. He 
a that, the luggage being accepted by the defendants as tiie personal 
luggage of the servant who took the ticket, the contract was made with 
the servant, and was not made on the plaintiff’ s behalf, and the plaintiff 
could not sue for any breach of that contract. If, therefore, the defend- 
|= ants had been guilty of a mere omission to deal with the Tuggage ¥ With due 


— 














@ pla ae not a sued, because the right of action must 

There was no contract with the plaintiff 

é reasonable pom a to omit to do something. But that did 

not do away with any right the plaintiff might have independently of 
contract. There was a duty cast upon the defendants by reason of 
their possession of Tt eg € defendants allow he goods e 
ey were ayn V. Culliford (4C. P. D. 182), Bramwell, L.J., said 

that ‘‘ the goods weve awiully the defendants’ licence in their ship, 
and they tortiously so dealt with them that the goods were injured. It 
was found, asa fact, that the loading of the oxide was negligent. It was 
therefore wrongful, not as a breach of contract, but as a wrongful act in 
iteelt . + It may be asked, Where is the duty Of care? T answer 
t duty t that exists in all men not to injure the property of others. This 

is not a mere nonfeasance which is complained of, if is a misfeasance ; 
an act and wrongful.’’ That was the principle of law laid down, and it 
was also laid down in similar terms by the same learned judge in Foz lkes v. 


Met litan and District Railway Co. (5 C. P. D. 157). Those authorities 
aiswa That Une Tight ot he prantisr did not depend upon conttact, but 
upon the duty imposed upon the railway company to do no act of misfea- 
sance to injure the plaintiff’s property. The plaintiff was therefore 
entitled to recover. 

Kay, L.J., concurred.—As to the suggestion that the plaintiffs’ goods 
were not lawfully on the defendants’ premises, the test, so far as this case 
was concerned, seemed to him to be this: If the defendants had known 
that the livery was in the portmanteau, could they have refused to carry 
it as the personal luggage of the servant? The answer must be, no. It 
was not the case of one person taking the luggage of another person with 
whom he had no relation. Here the servant was given the livery to wear 
while he continued in the plaintiffs’ service, and the livery was his per- 
sonal luggage, and was therefore lawfully on the defendants’ premises. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., concurred.—Counszi, J. A. Foote; Jelf, Q,C., and 
F. H. Collier ; Upton $ Britton ; Edward Moore. 


[Reported by W. F. Barny, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE METROPOLITAN COAL CONSUMERS’ ASSOCIATION (LIM.) (In 
Liquidation) v. J. & A. SCRIMGEOUR & CO.—No. 2, 16th July. 


CompaNy—WInDING up—Misarpiication or Funps—P.actne 
BroxeraGeE—U.ttra Vires. 


Appeal from a decision of the Divisional Court. The plaintiff company 
was incorporated on the 31st of January, 1889, with a capital of £250,000 
divided into 50,000 ordinary shares of £1 each, ‘and 20,000 preference ehares 
of £10 each. At a meeting of the board of "directors held in February, 
1889, it was resolved that the secretary should be authorized to inform 
any ‘brokers or agents who might be disposed to assist in placing the 
capital of the association, that the association would pay in consideration 
of such assistance a brokerage of 5s. per share on preference shares, and 
6d. per share on ordinary shares. The | delendionte were a firm of stock- 
brokers who made application to the company in the names of certain 
client of theirs for preference and ordinary sharesin the company. Shares 
were allotted to these psa accordingly. On the 11th of March, Bay ms 
pad secre of the arded to the defendants a che or 

, pove applications. 





— 








cai 


SHarEs— 








2 y an Pale 
ed the Zi aanery, 1890, the company was ordered to be wound 
fu op gh an official liquidator was appointed. On the 24th of Muy, 1894, 
offic) quidstor brought an action in the Ma one Court 0 reco 





‘ J 

plaintifi company appealed, on the ground that ‘there never was auy 
contract between the company and the defendants, and that the payment 
of the money was consequently a breach of trust, and also on the ground 
that the payment was wlird vires, nO the express terms in 
that behalf contained in the memorandum and articles of association of | 
the company, as being a payment in tke nature of a discount upon the’ 
shares in respect of which such payment was made. The memorandum 


ht alta eck 
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of association declared that one of the object of the company was ty 
pay out of the funds of the association all , commissions, | 

and other expenses for the issuing of the ‘capital’ and in respect ‘of the 
formation of the company.’’ Article 113 provided that the board might 
** pay all brokerages (if any) payable i in respect of the placing of any of 
the shares in the association” ; and article 120 declared that the board 
should have power, ‘‘ out of the first fands of the association, to pay all 
costs . . of placing the shares and debentures of the association, 
and on behalf of the association to make arrangements, or enter into any 
agreement or agreements they think expedient with any person or per- 
sons for the purpose of procuring the capital required by the association.” 
The Divisional Court dismissed the appeal, and the ficial liquidator, 
by leave, appealed to the Court of Appeal. It was contended for the 
appellant that the transaction was equivalent to i shares at a dis. 
count which was not legal. They relied on Lydney and Wigpool Iron Ore 
Co. v. Bird (34 W. R. 487, 33 Ch. "D. 85), and especially on the judgment 
of Kay, L.J., then Kay, J -» in Re Faure Electric Accumulator Co. (37 W. R, 
116, 40 Ch. D. 141). 

Tue Covrt (Linpiey, Lopzs, and Riery, L.JJ.), without calling 
upon counsel for the respondents, dismissed the appeal. 

Linpuey, L.J., eaid that this was an attempt to push some sensible 
doctrines of the court to an absurdity, and the attempt must be resisted, 
The law was clear that a company cannot issue shares at a discount. The 
meaning of that was that they cannot issue shares in a manner incon- 
sistent with the provisions of the statute. But how could this transaction 
be said to be issuing shares ata discount? The cor ny authorized a 
fair and Yeasonable ee to be paid to the Peete Ta for their 
séFvices. ut that or contrary to the Act of Parlia- 
ment? He could not see the slightest sign of any “a+ thing. Hislord- 
ship did not attach any importance to the memorandum and articles, for 
it was absurd to say that one of the ‘‘objects’’ of the company was to 
pay brokerages. But it was sought to make not merely the directors, Ly, 








the recipients liable. If the money was improperly in the hands of the 
defendants it might perhaps be recovered, but that was not the 
There was nothing ultra vires in the payment. His learned brothers, in the 
course of argument, had put the case of payment for advertisements in 
newspapers, and Mr. Quin had gone the whole length of saying that such 
payment would be illegal. The court would never sanction such an 
argument. Mr. Eady had relied on Lydney and Wigpool Iron Ore Co. ¥. 
Bird and Re Faure Electric Accumulator Co. In the former case the whole 
thing was a juggle and an improper transac‘ion, and was far removed 
from the preeent case. In Re Faure Electric Accumulator Co. no doubt 
Kay, L.J., had held brokerage pe pepmente illegal, but his lordship very 
much doubted whether the 1 judge regarded the commissions as 
ordinary commissions paid in the ordinary course of business. Ut Key, Ld, 
had really gone further and had indicated that a commission such as 
present was Megat hts tordutrty-dseentted trom him, Tor in his opinion there 
was neither principle nor authority in favour of that view. 
Lorss and Riesy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsei, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and 
R. J. Quin; Jeif, Q.C., and Toller, Sorrcrrors, Lumley §& Lumley; H. B. 
(Reported by Arno.p Gover, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Wade. 
Rrtt-v 
LOUIS v. SMELLIE—No. 2, 9th July. wr 


Master AND Sgrvant—Unrarr vse oF INFORMATION OBTAINED DURING 
THE EmpLoyment—Corpres or Enrrres 1n Masrer’s Booxs—Oopres or b 














Forms COMPILED BY Master—INJUNCTION. 


This was as appeal by the plaintiff from a refusal of Kekewich, J., to 
grant an injunction. The plaintiff, Adolphus Herman Louis, has ‘tor 
some years carried on a large business as a process-server, under the name 
of ‘‘ Flowerdew & Co.’”’ For the purpose of his business he kept in his 
offices a register and an index of his agents, of whom he employed over a 
thousand, and had compiled various forms for their guidance. The 
defendant, Robert Smellie, after having been in the plaintiff’s employ for 
eight or nine years, s business on his own account as a process- 
server, under the name of Smellie & Co., in October last. The plaintiff 
made eXtra 


alleged that the defendant hed. while in "his service 
is register an ex of agen i oe, 8 


Eo. Th e plaintiff claimed 
ewich, J., held that the defendant had o ed 
sovernt of the plaintiff's agents from the materials obtained by him in the 
course of his employment by the plaintiff, and that he had done so for 
the purpose of using those materials, as he had endeavoured to use them 
in his own rival business. His lordship gave the plaintiff judgment for 
£5 damages, with the costs of the action, but declined to grant an injunc- 
tien. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Courr (Linpizy, Lorzs, and Riery, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Linotey, L.J., said that the case was by no means an easy one. There 
was no covenant by the defendant not to carry on business as a rival to the 
plaintiff, and the court must be careful in dealing with the case to bear in 
mind that the defendant was bin eo doin entitled to set up in business 
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Eiaged that the'defendant had copied the pleinlifs register of agen 
t the e t had copied the 8 ts. 
The defendant denied that. The Plaintiff had to make out his case. It 
did not follow because the defendant bad not shown himeelf to be a truth- 
ful witness that the plaintiff had made out his case. The evidence 
brought before the court, however, forced their lordships to draw the 
inference that what the plaintiff alleged was really correct. His 
was satisfied that it was right to infer from the evidence that the 
defendant still had a gocd deal more in the shape of memoranda than he 
admitted, and that there was enough to justify the court in _ franting an 
injunction against him. He w an improper use of the materia 
he had obtained, and might . 

ted. The 


’ re, 
of it would be these :—An injunction to restrain the defendant, his 
agents from making use of any copies or extracts from the 
gister of agents, or index of agents, or any memoranda made 
he defendant when in the plaintif A Me 
Aly TOsBe DOOES elthe 0 i t , - 0 eb 
th m court could go. If the defendant could find os 
from the ordinary directories the information he required, he was, of 
lcourse, at liberty todo so. His lordship did not regard this appeal as 
brought in respect of the plaintiff’s forms; but, as the defendant had 
violated the plaintiff’s right in those forms, the plaintiff was entitled to 
an injunction as to them according to the words of his notice of 5 por 
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e appeal. 
he same effect.—CounsEL, 







nIGBY, L.Jd judgment to 
Renshaw, Q.C.,and W.F. Hamilton; Warrington, Q.C.; J. G. Butcher and 
Austen Carimell. Soricrrors, Haynes § Claremont, and Emanuel, Round, § 
Nathan, 


[Reported by W. Sxaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re NOTTAGE, JONES v. PALMER—No. 2, 12th July. 


QGuanrry—Grrr to Yacut Civn To provipe a Cup—Mortmain anp CHARIT- 
ABLE Uses Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 42), s. 13. 


Appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., reported ante, p. 603. The 
testator, by his will, in addition to other legacies, made a bequest in the 
following terms: ‘‘ I bequeath to the Yacht Association of Great 
Britain, out of such part of my estate as may y ueathed for 
such a purpose, the sum of £2,000, the same to be invested in the names 
of taste tounties 00s a roved of by the council of the said association 
. » . and I direct that the trustees tc be so appointed as aforesaid shall, 
out of the income of the trust fund, purchase annually a cup, to be called 
the ‘‘ Nottage Cup,” which is to be givefi to the most successful yacht of 
the season of over nineteen rating ; . . the council of the said asso- 
ciation shall decide annually which yacht has, in their opinion, the best 
claim to the cup, and in the event of there being any difference of opinion 
ce council may, if they think fit, o the said cup to be 
specially raced for. My object in giving this cup is to enco the 
sport of yacht racing; and I declare that in the event of the Yacht Racing 
Association being dissolved or ceasing to exist, the trustees of the said 
fund shall pay and make over the same to three trustees to be appointed 
by the council or committee of the Royal Thames Yacht Club, by whom 
the said fund shall be held upon similar trusts to those hereinbefore 
declared with to the purchase of a cup to be called the ‘ Nottage 
Cup.’’’ Kekewich, J., held that the gift was not charitable and was con- 
sequently invalid. The Yacht Racing Association appealed, and con- 
es that the gift was fora definite public object and was therefore 
ritable. 

Tur Covrt (Linviev, Lorrs, and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dismissed the cope. 

Linpiay, L.J., said that this was a new apeene 2 gift for the 
institution of a prize for a mere sport, that o t racing. ‘Though 
healthy sport was good for the community, if a such as the present 
were to be held charitable in the lawyer’s sense something would have been 
heard of it before now, but no case could be found in which such a gift 
had been held charitable. 

Lores and Riery, L.JJ., concurred.—Counszs., Warrington, Q.C., and 
K. Parker; Pattullo; Faweus. Souscrrors, Lake ¢ Lake; Neish, Howell, ¢ 


Macfarlane. 
[Reported by Anvo.p Giover, Barrister-at-Law. } 


LAVY AND ANOTHER (Appellants) ». LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Re- 
spondents).—No 2, 16th July. 


Merrorotis—Generat Line or Buriprivcs—“‘ Buripme, Srravucrvre, on 
Erection ’’—WaALL AND ADVERTISEMENT Hoarnprnc—Merropouis Loca. 
Manacement Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vier. oc. 102), s. 75. 


Appeal from a decision of the Divisional Court, yee ante, p. 472. 
The appellants were charged with having at 391, -road, Islington, 
unla y erected a certain structure beyond the line of 

in the City-road without the consent in pee, dy London County 
Council, contrary to section 75 of the Metropolis t Act, 
1862, which provides that ‘‘ no building, , OF - 
the consent in writing of the Metropolitan Board of Works (now the 
London County Council), be erected beyond the general line of buildings 
eee cneet, Pine, or row of houses in which the sameissituate . . . 
such general to be decided by the architect.’” Section 
28 of the London County Council ; 






in | a sum or money to be paid, on the 
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that the magistrate had no to deal with the summons, an 
appeal as to the building line on the 24th of July, and that 
t structure, or erection ” 


é wall and hoarding was not a “ - 
within section 75 of the Metropolis Local KY 

Tue Covrr (Lrvpiey, Lorgs, and Riony, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Linpuey, L.J., said the case was of some ee vcnines 20 

power of the London County Council to 


down. It was contended that the had no jurisdiction 
seven’ ine bad net buon diciiied. 


; 


with the summons because the 
said that such decision was a condition 
and the judgment of Lord Selborne 
Board of Works (833 W. R. 661, 10 
of that proposition. That j ent 
Jordship and Kay, L.J., in J.ondon 
731, 40 W. R. Dig. 148), where it was decided that the judgment of 
Selborne did not go so far as was contended by the > 
of London County il v. Cross was 
first point as to the general line. Then 
a “ building, structure, cr erection ” wi 
the Metropolis Local Management Act, 1862, 
London County Council (42 W. R. 370; 1894, 1 Q. B. 
But the strate had found as a fact 
section, and his lordship refused to hold as a 
not be within it. nce was also placed on 
minster Local Board of Works (20 W. R. 845, 7 Ch. App. 
said that if the appellants had only raised ‘the 
would not have contravened the statute. But they had to ask themselves 
whether the wall was a “‘ building, structure, or erection.” His lordshi 
thought it was, and that it was not a bou The appeal 
failed, and must be dismissed, with costs.—Counset, MeCall, Q.C., and 
R. ©. Glen; Channell, Q.C., Forman, and Daldy. Soxscrrons, Morgan ¢ 
Upjohn ; Bilazland. 

[Reported by Anxotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law.! 
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High Court—Chancery Divisicn. 
Re ATKINSON, ATKINSON v. ATKINSON—Ohitty, J., 10th July. 


Insurance, Lirs—Farenpiy Socierr—Poricr—Omuston or Name ov 
Person mnTerestep—14 Gao. 3, c. 48, s. 2—13 & 14 Vicr. co. 115, 
s. 2 (1). 


On the 5th of August, 1851, John Atkinson effected 


in the National Provident Institution ee the 
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1850 (13 & 14 Vict. c. 115), by section 2 of which 
number of persons might establish a society or branch of the same 
the provisions of the Act, for the purpose 

of the members thereof, with or without 
a fund for any of the following 


BE 





widow of a member, as the case 
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July 20, 1895. : 
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tors, administrators, or of such member, or for defraying the 

expense of the burial of a member, or of the husband, wife, child, or 

kindred of a member. This ns to determine to whom the 

. tto be paid. It was conten iat the policy was 

so far as related to the widow and children of the assured because 

they were not named by name in the policy, as required by the Life 
Insurance Act of 1774 (14 Geo. 3, c. 48), s. 2. 


Currry, J., said that the Act of 1850 recited that many societies had 
been established for certain Pp therein mentioned, and for other 
purposes of a provident and benevolent nature, and the Act must be con- 
strued as an enactment, the object of which was to encourage providence 
and benevolence. It was clearly provident and benevolent for a man to 
provide for his widow and children. Section 2, sub-section 1 of the Act 
was said to be a mere statutory provision enabling persons to combine 
for these purposes in a friendly society, but not to enable the society to 
carry out effectually the object of the enactment owing to the operation 
of section 2 of 14 Geo. 3, c. 48. But the enactment of section 2 of 13 & 
14 Vict. c. 115, was 20 precise that it must, in his lordship’s opinion, be 

and stand independently of the 14 Geo. 3, c. 48. It enacted what 
lawful. It was an enabling and beneficial Act, and, whatever might 
the construction of the 14 Geo. 3, c. 48, the Act of 1850 was 
Section 11 of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 75), to which effect had been given by the 
courte, was in pari materid. The result was that this was a i 
r f o- i 















' ad to che pe i ‘ifs 6 he 
the policy was taken out any more than “‘ children ’’ was so limited in 


Se W. A. Bewes; A. Bethune Baker. Soutcrrors, G. 
Kirk ; Diz $ Warlow. : 


[Reported by J. F. Water, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BURROWS, CLEGHORN v. BURROWS—Chitty, J., 17th July. 
Wrui1—Constrvuction—Issvz Livinc—CuHILD IN VENTRE SA MERE. 


Summons. John Valentine Burrows, by his will dated in October, 1893, 
after the death of his wife, Jane Burrows, devised and bequeathed one- 
half part of his real and personal estate to his daughter, Kate Cleghorn, 
for her absolute use and benefit in case she had issue living at the death of 
his wife ; but in case she had no issue then living, then he directed his 
trustees to pay the income only of the said half share to his said daughter 
during her life, and from and after her decease to pay the said income to 
her husband during his life, and from and after his decease equally be- 
the children of the testator’s son. The testator died on the 26th of 
November, 1894, and his will was proved on the 7th of January, 1895. 
The testator’s widow, Jane Burrows, died on the 9th of March, 1895. On 
the 10th of March, 1895, a child was born to the testator’s daughter, Kate 

horn, who now claimed to be absolutely entitled to the above-named 
moiety of the testator’s real and personal estate. The cases of Clarke v. 
Blake (2 B. C. O. 320, 2 Ves. j. 674, and 2H. Black 399), Blasson v. Blasson 
(2 De G. J. & 8. 665), and the opinion of the judges and judgment of 
Eidon, C., in Thellusson v. Woodford (11 Ves. 112, pp. 140, 149) were 


ioe Ra = a ot Se will was a curious one. The gift was to the 
ter in case she issue living at her mother’s death, and the child 
ot sae nmpertel that the Cae eat bs note It was said that the term 
“ at the child must be actually born, but there was no 
8 uth for the contention that there must be birth, and the 
word used by the testator was “living. ei it was eaid that the child 
muist be actoally born except in the cases where the benefit was directly 
to the child, but his lordship thought that the question was covered by 
the authority of Lord Eldon in Thellusson vy. Woodford (11 Ves. at pp. 149, 
150), when the exact case was put by the Lord Chancellor hypothetically, 
and he concluded that property would not be devested as on a failure of 
issue where there was a child en ventre sa mere, merely because the child 
was not born. In Doe v. Clarke (2 H. Black. 399), Eyre, C.J., held that, 
independent of intention, an infant in ventre sa mere, by the course and 
order of nature, was then liviig. son V. in Was clear - 
. on the words “ born and living,’’ which 
seemed to shew that the testator contrasted birth with life. His lordship 
held, therefore, that Kate had issue living at the death of her mother, 
and that she was’ in consequence absolutely entitled to the moiety.— 
Counset, Mulligan; C. Gurdon. Soxicrror, W. Morley, for Dale, Leeds. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law. } 


GLASIER v. FOYSTER—Kekewich, J., 12th July. 


Wui—Girr to Frmst axnp Szconp Covstns—Fimst Cotvstns once Re- 
MOVED. 


In this case the testator gave a legacy upon trust to pay and divide the 
same between and amongst the first and second cousins of his late wife. 
At the date of the will there were first and second cousins both of the 
whole blood and half blood, but at the date of death there were none of 
the whole blood surviving. There were also first cousins once removed, 
and the question raised was whether the first cousins once removed were 
entitled to share in the legacy. 


Kzxewicn, J., said that, no doubt, there were cases that if, at the date 
of the will, the testator had no first cousins then first cousins once removed 
would be admitted to share, but where, as in this case, there were persons 

the description, those persons were entitled to the fund, and the 
first igs once removed were not entitled to any share.—CounsgL, W. 











Higgins ; Borthwick ; Methold; P. H. Brown. Sotscrrons, Richard Ballard; 
ial Solicitor. 
{Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re GOODENOUGH, MARLAND - WILLIAMS—Kekewich, J., 12th 
July. 
Inrerzst, Ratz or—Txnant ror Lirse—REMAmpEeRrMaN—CariTaL—Incomp 
— APPORTIONMENT. 


A question was raised in this case as to the rate of interest which ought 
to be allowed by the Court in the Division, when, for the pur. 
pose of apportioning a fund between capital and income, the peincigly of 
the case of The Earl of Chesterfield’s Trusts (32 W. R. 361) had to be 
applied. 

Kexewicu, J., said the rule in Chesterfield’s case was applied reckoning 
interest at the rate of four cent. But this worked out greatly to the 
benefit of the tenant for life. The ratein this court has always been four 
per cent. The question in this case is part of the general question, What 
rate of interest ought now to be regarded as the court rate to be allowed 
in analogous cases to the present one, or ed against trustees in 
respect of moneys for which they are liable. His lordship was of opinion 
that it was a question which ought to receive the views of all the judges of 
the Chancery Division, and be settled accordingly. The result of adopt- 
ing three instead of four per cent. would be “7 greatly in favour of 
capital as against income. Four per cent. been for generations 
regarded as the rate to be allowed by this court unless five per cent. was 
chargeable for special reasons. Five per cent. was allowed by juries as 
the current rate of interest applicable to mercantile contracts, or fit to be 
allowed on the footing of damages. But it is common knowledge not only 
are trustees unable to get four per cent., or even less than two and three- 
quarters, but that ordinary oot not bound by trust securities are very 
glad to get that rate. His lordship thought it was bordering on, if notan 
actual, absurdity to fix four per cent. as the court rate where not only 
trustees but an prudent investor cannot obtain that return. The 

me not take four pe igher 
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e hands ; an 
diffe ip act upon the view that * 
bass per cent. was Jes the right rate of interest, and that four per cent. 
should only be exac as & rate.—OounseL, Crawley ; Badcock; 4 2 
Marien, Q.C., and Lemon ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Methold; Bramwell Davis, 4 
Q.C., and Potts. Soxicrrors, Forster, Frere, § Co.; Hepburn, Son, § Cut- 
cliff; Taylor, Son, ¢ Humbert. 

[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. | 





BESMESSESSS See eras ze sB 


DUNDAS v. VAVASOUR—Kekewich, J., 16th July. 


MortGacor anD MortaaGrE—L&ASE—AGREEMENT FOR A LEeASE—RECEIVER 
— Conveyancine Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 41), s. 18. 


In this case a question was raised how far an agreement to grant a lease, 
contained in a lease made by a mortgagor whilst in possession, was bind- 
ing on the mortgagee after the mortgagor has been turned out of posses- 
sion by a receiver appointed at the instance of the mortgagee. The lease 
was for one year of some shooting rights granted by the mortgagor whilst 
in ion, and the mortgagor was turned out of possession by the 
receiver before the tenant had obtained a lease under his agreement in the 
original lease for a further term of three years. 

Kexewicu, J., said the plaintiffs were mortgagees of the tenant for 
life who, until the order of 25th of July, 1894, was mortgagor in possession 
and before that date granted a leaee for one year (which has expired) of 
certain shooting rights. In that document was contained a 


rovision 
giving the lessee an option of taking a further lease for three years, and it 
Gt agua That-This-was-wn-upreeMment which the Tossce could enforce 


ar Ww 
although, by the order of the 25th of July, 1894, a receiver was appoint- 
ed at “the liaenes of the mortgagees. Under the 18th section of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, a mortgagor while in possession can grants 
lease. But it is clear that after the order the mortgagor was no longer in 
—, Reliance, however, was placed on the option to take a further 
lease. There was no such power in the Act, and sub-sections 6, 7, and 8, 
were against the view that section 18 contemplated such an agreement. It 
could not have any binding effect on a mortgagee who had turned the 
mo r out of possession, nor was it intended to enable mortgagors in 
on to make ts which would injure mortgagees.—Covuns&L, 
Prior ; Temple Franks, Souicrrors, J. EB. Fox § Co ; Hamlin § Co. 


{Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


SOUTHWELL (SURVEYOR OF TAXES, Appellant) v. THE GOVERNORS OF 
THE ROYAL HOLLOWAY COLLEGE, EGHAM (Respondents). — 12th 
July. 

Revenvz —Inuasrrrp Hovse Dury —“‘ Cuarrry Scuoor * — Corizcs 
SurrortTep ny Fees rrom StupEnts AND Enpowment—48 Gro. 3, c. 55, 
Scuepute B, Casz 4. 







This was a case -S mmissioners for cmonting & 
Acts relating to ted House Duty. ernors of the Royal ~ 
Holloway , Egham, epresied against an assessment to Inhabited 
House Duty upon the used for this college. The 
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degrees and and honour examinations at Oxford. The building, which 
stands in arene grounds and gardens, includes'a chapel, dining hall, 

jum, library, reading room, museum, lecture , and rooms, 
ESoratories, common rooms, end a picture gallery. Each student has a 
bedroom and sitting-room, and there are certain rooms, such as dining 


hall, music hall, &c., common to the use of all students. The college was | The 


endowed by the late Thomas Holloway, with £300,000, which sum was 
directed to be applied in furnishing and equipping the college, in founding 
scholarships and prizes, and in defray the educatio: and other 
ses of the college. The students pay £90a year. The governors 
itted, in support of their claim for exemption, that the college ae 


r 
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g Al 5, 6 ANNUAL Tie eX ir stuaernts ave 4 
£4,030, and the charitable endowment under the trust and other beneiac- 
tions averaged £7,818. It was contended that the college came within the 
exemption in 48 Geo. 3, c. 55, Schedule B, case 4, of ‘‘ any hospital, 
charity school, or house provided for the reception or relief of poor 

ns.’’ The Commissioners held that the college was exempt from the 
duty subject to this case. 

Tue Court (Grantuam and Cuan.es, JJ.), having reserved their judg- 
ment, allowed the appeal. 

GrantuaM, J., in the course of a written judgment, said that the 
question to be determined was whether Holloway College was a charity 
school within the meaning of the statutory exemption, and whether the 
young ladies who enjoyed the benefits and all the luxuries of a collegiate 
education were charity scholars. The commissioners had decided in 
favour of the college. If that decision was one of fact the court had no 

wer to alter it; if of law they had. If the question was one of fact 
it was only necessary to read the prospectus and report of the governors 
to see that the commissioners had decided wrongly, though in that case 
the court could not correct their decision. For it was impossible to con- 





tend as a fact of everyday life that a echool or college where every scholar 
or student paid £90 a year could be a charity school, and it only be 


so treated as a fiction of law. As it was admitted that the commissioners 
had arrived at their decision in consequence of their application to this 
case of certain legal decisions on the egy of the word charity as 
applied to trust estates, there was no doubt that this was a question cf 
law and one on which the decision of the court was properly sought. 
First, however, it was neceseary to ascertain what the facts were. e 
college was built ‘‘ to enable young women to carry on their studies after 
they have left school under specially healthy conditions, and with a!l the 
advantages of a collegiate life.’’ Provision was accordingly made for 
instruction in all the higher branches of education. It might be that 
under modern ideas of the higher education of the masses all the advan- 
tages might some day or other be provided for those who were the objects 
of charity. But could it be said in this case that they were p for 
those who were the objects of a charity when it was found that the 
recipients of those advantages had to a gw therefore could afford to 
pay £90 a year, besides certain extras. e bare statement of that fact 


answered the question, and no one could be so ill as to say that 
legally this was a charity school. His lordship not 

that e sums were given by way of scholarships which reduced 
the cost of the education to those who perm ag them, but they 
were not given on account of poverty, but on account of 
intellectual merit, and those least requ pec aid might 
and often did obtain them, so that the existence of schoilar- 


ships did not really affect the question. But it was said that this was a 
charity school because so large a part of the expenses of the co! were 
met by the endowment fund provided by a generous donor, and that the 
existence of that fund brought the case within the principle of previous 
decisions on cavers by which a, — = bound. a was true that 
at presenta part was so provided, but it was so Avy sews 5 
rd year by year as the college increased that would iminish, 
The endowment fund might be taken to be a fixed fund of £7,500 a year 
while the fund derived from fees for the year 1893 was the same amount 
and the gross expenditure was about £15,000. Therefore in 1892-3 fees 
provided about one-half, but that was the proportion when the college 
cnly had ninety students, whereas with a complement of 200 students for 
which the college was created and endowed, the proportion would be 
endowment £7,500, fees £18,000, or in other words about a quarter 
only would be derived from endowment funds, while the annual appli- 
m of the funds made the endowment proportion still less important, 
foreven now the fees received were far more than sufficient to pay the 
whole cost of tuition and household ex: the former £7,564, and the 
latter £5,876. There was no previous ai to such facts as 
- pine nearest case was The Governors of house v. Lamarque 
B. D. 121), where it was BC not aT y 
. In that case the proportion which the income from endowment 
e fees paid was no doubt less than in this case, but the principle 
same. Originally that school was founded for the of 
education entirely ; now its yeas meee: vide a 
education, but pF ates for those who could pay the fees, a 
- public school. e buildings at Charterhouse were, as in this 
built out of endowment money, so that free buildings did 

ity schooi, and as the primary object of this college was 
ucation, but the highest class education combined with the 
life, it would — very 


ty school. His 
inland Revenue v. i (1891, A. C. 531) and Cawse v. 
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Cuartes, J., also delivered a written judgment, in the course of which 
he said that the casee which had been decided Schedule B had 
reference to three classes 
jot ti ; partl 

tutions 
tion. Th t belonged 
¥ e present case 
were points bs difficulty, but it h 
apply to an institution possessed 6 


batanti v; ment, 
inmates sufficient to cover in years the whole nditure: Cawse v. 
Nottingham Lunatic Asylum (ubi supra). The applicability of the exemplion 
depended, ee on the character of ; was est 

rter case, Wi 

be determined upon the facts of each case. The language of the schedule 
contemplated institutions whose primary object was the maintenance or 
education of those who could not afford to maintain themselves or Pay 
for their own education—i.¢., institutions in character. If 
that were so it was immaterial whether the or Spies conbetntes 


pupils 
jar men gertedher ty nieces But in the case of Holl 
ere ever Deen n i] 
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education to il, rich or a rdship er stating 
as " ihe it was no ** charity school.”’ 
It was not in its origin and never ha of an eleemosynary character, 
Oo Cie Were Tact vias 1 & DURTUIE SHhool in which @ con ide Die ee 
was Charged the inmates obtained ' advantage ha comrorts from 
‘ snadowimnen aS nO jufticien! con titute the school cn ity 
school. Appe lowed.—Counrg., Or &. Lf. 1a A.G., Sir F. Lo wood, 
Danckwerts ; Channell, Q.C., and Gregson Ellis, Soxicrronrs, 


S-G., and \ 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; Ewart, Jukes, § Gore. 
(Reported by F. O, Rosiwsox, Barrister-at-Law.]} 








MORTGAGEES LEGAL COSTS ACT, 1895. 
CHAPTER 25. 
I to the Costs allowed to M , 
An Act to amend the Law relating e ow \ rm 


(6th July 
Be it enacted, &c. 


1. Short title] This Act may be cited as the Mortgagees Legal Costs 
Act, 1895. : 
2. Charges, $c., where mortgage is made with solicitor.) (1) nb agnese ¥ 


to whom either alone or jointly with any other person a . 
or the firm SPehich Fuck solicitor is a member, b : 












érson retaine 
business, and do such acts ; 
accordingly be recoverable from the mortgagor. 

(2.) This section applies only to mortgages made after the commence- 
ment of this Act. 

3. —_ of solicitor with whom mortgage is made to recover costs, $e. ] 
Any soli other 


F. 
bile 


citor to or in whom either alone or jointly with any 
any mortgege is made or is vested by transfer or transmission, or 
of which such solicitor is a member, shall be entitled 
on whose behalf the same is done or to 
all business transacted and acts done by 
mt and in relation mortgage 


1 
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ee ean - 
against the security for 
solicitor or firm subsequ 










Ly Sesh cod ebpend 

employed such solicitor or firm to transact such and do such acts, 

accordingly no such mortgage shall be redeemed except upon pay- 
ment of such charges and remuneration. 

(2.) This section to mortgages made and business transacted and 

acts done either before or after the commencement of this Act. 

4. Definition of mortgage.| In this Act the = 

includes any charge on any property for money or money’s 


worth. 
—, Extent of Act.] This Act shall not extend to Scotland. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 


- °Friday, the 12th day of July, 1895 
y; . 
I, Banpixuz Sranuex, Baron Harssury, Chancellor 
Great Britain, do hereby transfer action 
hereto to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vavenan Wii11aMes. 
Mr. Justice Currry (1895—V.—No. 6) 
Between Frederick Lewis Vi and 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Di1sso.vTions. 


Wins Hewry Marsuat, Hernert Artuver Dicxrs, and CHARLEs 
Samuzt Vircent, Solicitors, 96, King-street, Hammersmith, and 9, 
Fleet-street, London. July 3. The practice will in future be carried 
on by the said Herbert Arthur Dickins and Charles Samuel Vincent. 


Onantes Srexcen Hoviper and Watrer Henry Covrt, solicitors, 6 
and 7, Barbican London (Houlder & Court). June 30. 2 
[ Gazette, July 12. 
OCuartes GrezexNwoop and Ernest Wattrer Greenwoop, Solicitors 
(Greenwood & Greenwood), 12, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet-street. March 25. 
[ Gazette, July 16. 





GENERAL. 


Sir H. Fowler has been ill, but the report on Wednesday was that he 
was rather better. 


Tho Bury Guardian is authorized to say that the different statements 
which have appeared in the press as to the title to}be assumed by 
Sir Henry James are entirely incorrect. Sir Henry James will retain his 
own name. 


Mr. Edwin Plumer Price, Q.C., who has been for twenty-one years 

udge on the Norfolk County Court Circuit, took his leave of the bar at 

*s Lynn on Wednesday upon resigning office. Mr. Price is now 
seventy-seven years of age. 


The Central Law Journal says that a Western judge remarked to a man 
who brought a gun into court: ‘‘ Don’t pull your gun in this here 
court. The dignity wot you see lyin’ round loose here’s got to be 
respected, and if you kill anybody here while this court’s in session, I'll 
fine you for contempt.” 


On Tuesday Mr. Justice Barnes took his seat in the Probate, Divorce, 
and Admiralty Division after his long absence. Sir Walter Phillimore, 
on behalf of the bar, expressed his sincere pleasure at the return of his 
lordship andthe hope that he might long remain. Mr. Justice Barnes 
thanked Sir Walter Phillimore. His chief anxiety during his long and 

illness had been lest the work of the court should suffer. He took 
the opportunity of expressing his very great obligations to the president, 
the Lord Chancellor, and the Lord Chief Justice for arranging that his 
work should be taken by another judge, and especially to his brother 
Bruce for the great assistance he had rendered. 


** London Solicitors’’ writing to the Times, say:—In these days when 
the judges are justly proud of rapidly disposing of the special jury and 
other lists of the Queen’s Bench Division, it seems a great pity that the 
special jury list of the Probate Court is not in the same satisfactory 
condition. In most probate cases it is of the most vital importance to one 
side or the other that the trial should take place without delay. The 
plaintiffs in a litigation are frequently, in consequence of the delay in the 

of cases, deprived of their just rights, and are liable, in conse- 

quence of sheer want, to be forced to accept terms which are unjust and 

op ive. It would greatly remove the block at present existing if one 

of the Queen’s Bench judges could devote his entire attention to dis- 

ea ap special ee 4 cases between now and the Long Vacation. As an 

of the block in the Probate Court, we may instance a case which 

was set down for trial about six months since, and which, unless special 

are taken, cannot be reached until after the Long Vacation, and may 

not be heard until the expiration of twelve months, as the practice is very 
often to devote a whole term solely to divorce cases.”’ 


On Wednesday last Messrs. Fox & Bousfield sold, at the Mart, parts of 
Freehold Shares in the New River Company. The Adventurers’ Shares 
realized at the rate of £96,800 to £99,600 per share ; the King’s Shares at 
— £90,000. The £100 fully-paid New Shares £400 and £405 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURF. 


Rota or Reaisreans ts ATTENDANCE Oo” 
















Date Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“ No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
Leach Clowes 
Godfrey Jackson 
Leach Clowes 
Godfrey Jackson 
Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewion. Romer. 
Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
Farmer Pemberton 
Rolt Ward 
Farmer Pemberton 
Rolt Ward 
Farmer 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fuivay, July 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Lirrep mv CHANCERY. 


Norrsampronsaire Forace Co, Lomreo.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug %, 
to eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James Benjamin Reeves, 3, Church ct, Old Jewry 

Waker, Turner, & Co, Lusrrep.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 23, to send 
their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Edwig 
—_— 5, Philpot lane. Vanderpump & Son, 5, Gray’s inn sq, solors for liqui. 

r 


Usionrep tx Caanxcery. 
Do.tcoata Tix Mryixa Co.—Credit are required, on 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
re 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 


wy Oxper or Davtps Society, Three Cranes, Rotherham, York, at its request 
une 





or before Aug 8, to send their 
Walter Pike, Cam. 


London Gasette—Toxspvay, July 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liourep m Caanozry. 

Anoio-Gatician Persoteum Co, Liurrep.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 12, 
to send their names and addre-ses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr, 
E. de Gruchy, 268, South Lambeth rd. Jerome & Co, Basinghall st, solors to liquidator 

Disc Cuury Co, Limirep.—Peta for winding up, presented June 22, directed to be heard 
on July 10, has been adjourned until July 2%. Slaughter & May, 18, Austin Friars, 
solors for petnrs. Notice of a ing must reach the abovenamed not later than six 
o’clock in the afternoon of July 23 

Lirivx1 Or, Co, Liurrep.—Creditors are on or before Aug 12 to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. E. de Gruchy, 
268, South Lambeth rd. Jerome & Co, Basinghall st, solors to liquidator 

Nicot Gotp Mives or Wesreew Avusrrauia, Limrep (1x Votuntany Liquipatiox).— 

ditors are required, on or before Aug 24, to names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward James Haggar, 151, Cannon st 

Sours Wiasrox Corres House Co, Limrrep.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
19, to send their names and addresses, and the ars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr. John Thomas Biggs, 34, Pocklington’s walk, Leicester. Burgess & Dexter, Leicester, 
solors for liquidator 

Usitev Nicot Goto Mrxes oy Westery Avusrrauia, Liurrep (1s Votontary Ligquipa- 
TI0N).—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 24, to send their names and addresses, 

and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward James Haggar, 151, Cannon st 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Hearure Farieypiy Society, Crown Inn, Heather, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Leicester July 6 
Wartwet Faignpiy Society, George Inn, Whitwell, Chesterfield, Derby July 6 











Wakrnine TO INTENDING Hovusz Purncnassrs AND LesszEs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a honse have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

Lendon Gazette.—Turspay, July 16. 


Hoveutox, Epwarp, Lancaster rd, Stroud Green, Builder. Aug5. Howe v Houghton’ 
Stirling, J. Algar, Abchurch lane 

Tunniciirre, Emma, or of James Henay Tonwicurre, Fraxx Tunsicurrs, and 
Hanyan Tunwiouirre. Aug i6. Tunnicliffe v Tunnicliffe, Registrar, chester. 
Stott, Whitehall st, Rochdale 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, July 12. 
Avpis, Freperics, Brighton, Gent Aug 31 Carr, High Holborn 


Bares, Farruat, Sussex, Farmer Augi5 Dawes, Rye 

Brewer, Georor, Somerset, Yeoman July 31 Light, Bristol 

Buwsvuey, Eowarp Hexsert, Bury St Edmunds, Bart Aug 20 Nicholl & Co, Strand 
Curcway, Many Anw, Warnerst Aug 24 Cubison, Cheapside 

Cottixewoop, Eowarp Jouy, Northumbrid, Esq Sept1 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle 
Oowutaw, zwny, East Markham, Notts, Yeoman Sept2 Jones & Wells, Retford 
Crorts, Juuia, Huntingdon Aug 6 Martin & Co, King st 

Curren, Samvet Hewny, Liverpool, Journalist Aug9 Boyle & Rutherford, Liverpool 
Davy, Cuantorrs, South Molton Augi10 Barber & Son, St Swithin’s lane 

Dexwisox, Aaron Lorain, Handsworth, nr Birmingham, Watch Case Manufacturer Aug 
Biase bccn Maria, Maida Vale Augi5 Lander, Serjeants’ inn 
Featuerstonnavan, Avice Pearson, Gateshead Aug 12 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle 
Gaamene, Sorawma, Burgess Hill Augi2 Simpson & Co, Moorgate st 

Grove, Emanvet, Salisbury, Pork Butcher Augi4 Wilson & Sone, Salisbury 

Haut, Ayw, Newland, Lincoln, Licensed Victualler July 20 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 
Hareison, Witttam Atexanper, Jermyn st, Bank Manager Aug 24 Harwood & 
Hewersex, Hzway, Tunbridge Wells, Esq Aug3i1 Carr, High Holborn 
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Houtx woop, Jomx, Bradford, Clerk in Holy Orders Aug8 R Rhodes, Bradford 

Horysy, Caruenine Jeves, M th rd, Westbourne grove Aug 5 Mackrell & Co, 

Ty St Philips, Bristol Augi5 Strickland & Co, Bristol 

Hoeustoy, Mary E, Brighton Sept1 O’#ferrall, Dublin 

Jacxsoy, ExizaneTs Ann, Laystall st, Holborn Aug 13 Layton & Co, Budge row 

James, Many, Abergavenny Augi2 Gabb & Walford, Abergavenny 

Jerrexy, Henry, Holford sq, Esq Aug9 Smith & Bell, Salters’ hall court 

Kine, Tuomas, Halstead, Essex, Gent Sept 7 Beaumont & Son, Coggeshall 

Lawsoy, Wituram, Liverpool, Bookseller Augi Wright & Co, Liverpool 

Leap.ay, Curisrorner, Cloughton, York, Farmer Aug9 Watts & Co, Scarborough 

Lewis, Anne, Llanegwad, Carmarthen Sept9 Morris, Carmarthen 

Lzyiaxp, Gervase Horrox, Lancaster Sept 28 Whitaker, Lancaster 

Loram, Sauvst, Exeter,Gent Aug9 Friend & Beal, Exeter 

Turrer, Eutiy Sopmia Stevant, Exeter Augi Friend & Beal, Exeter 

Mayorr, Joszpn, Beckenham, Esq Aug 24 Oatway & Co, Bush lane 

Meravon, James, Prenton, Chester July 27 Wilson, Liverpool 

Moorngap, Dr Epwarp, West Norwood, Surrey Augi Nicholson & Crouch, Lancaster 

Mors, Rev Tuomas Dawiex Cox, LL.D, King Edward st, Newgate st Aug 26 Morten 
& Co, Newgate st 

Nasu, Harry, Bournemouth, Printer Augi7 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 

Patroy, Joun, Boldre, Southampton, Captain Aug 14 Rawlins & Co, Lymington 

Rivznaten, Ricuarp, Ripponden, York, Gent Aug 17 Parker & Ayre, Manchester 

Rosexserc, Mariupa, Clifton grdns, Maida Hill Aug 23 Emanuel & Simmonds, Fins- 

Susoens, ‘Taouas Shaldon, Devon, retired Commander Aug 22 Rooker & Co, Ply- 

Susnwoeo, Tuomas, Sellindge, Kent, Grocer Aug 21 Mowll & Mowll, Ashford 

Surrn, Saran, Hornseyrd July 19 Gowing & Co, Finsbury pavement 

Srizns, Joun, Pershore, Worcester, Railway Agent Oct1 T & T Roberts, Worcester 

Surrox, Joszra Coiiins, Edgbaston, Gent Aug 27 Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

Swaive, Magia, Handsworth, Staffs Aug27 Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

perce, W — Chester, Licensed Victualler July 3) Sidebotham & Sidebotham, 

preven, Revers Cuartotte, Grosvenor sq Aug 21 Williams & James, Norfolk st, 

ae Tuomas, Fleetwood, Lancs, Cotton Merchant Aug 6 Banks & Maddock 

Waxez, Jonaruan, Gloucester, Draper Sep 30 Ward & Co, Northleach 

Warton, Exizasetu Anx, Birmingham Augi Buller & Cross, Birmingham 

Wesruacort, Anruvr, Boltons, Kensington Sept5 Green, Mitre court, E C 





London Gazette.—Tuxspay, July 16. 
Azurtace, Jouy, Willington, Northumbs, Farm Manager Augi12 Walker, Sunderland 
Anmrracz, Martiy Heyry, Liverpool Augi3 Thompson & Hughes, Birkenhead 
Brit, Mary, Waterloo, Lancs Augié Jones & Co, Liverpool 
Brxnam, Many Janz, Buckland, Portsea Aug 24 Pearce & Son, Portsea 
Beary, Wit114m, Leeds, Insurance Agent Augi2 Neal, Sheffield 
Broapueap, Jos, Dewsbury, York Augi10 Ellis, Dewsbury 
Browne, Exizaseras, Shifnal, Salop Aug 31 Lowless & Co, Martin’s lane 
Bomanas, Puiurs, Holes Hall, nr Market Drayton, Esq Aug 24 St C Upton, Market 
Borrerwortn, Cuartes Eowarp, Manchester, Gent Sept2 Looker, Rochdale 





Cuzrnane, Gzoncs Botp, Bath, Gent Sept 15 Petgrave, Bath 

Ciepuane, Loritia Carnentve Many, Bath Sept 15 Petgrave, Bath 

Cocker, Susan Lewis, Ashburton, Devon Aug5 Tucker & Son, Ashburton 
Cocutay, Wiit14m Borie, Manchester Sept 14 Earle & Co, Manchester 

Corsi, Sanan Ans, Ramsgate Aug 3i Edwards, Ramsgate 

ore ee wean Bass oo Drayoot Cerne, nr Chippenham Aug 27 
Ceort, Euity, Exeter Augili Ruddle & Gurney Winter, Southampton bligs, W C 
Du.iey, Jouyx Francis, Putney Augi2 Reeve, Gray’s inn sq, W C 

Evensnep, Catuenixe Mary, Brighton Sept2 Evershed & Shapland, Brighton 

Forp, Exizanetu, Week St Mary, Cornwall Friend & Beal, Exeter 
Greex, Mary, Cheltenham Augi Hannam & Co, Gloucester 

Guezver, Joux Heyny, Herne Hill, Surrey Aug 31 Cooper, Threadneedle st, E C 
Gaizves, Rosert, Lancaster, Durham, Game Keeper Sept 1 Stobo & Livingstone, 
Saseeee Leeann Liverpool, Steam Ship Agent Aug 13 Steel, Liverpool 
Hotaes, Jounx, Montpelier, Bristol, Gent Sept30 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 

Hu.t, Heyry, Blackpool, Butcher Sept 2 Ascroft, Blackpool 

Jacxsox, Epwix Boors, Cheadle, Hulme, Chester, Fish Dealer Sept 14 Earle & Co, 
oY Worcester, Licensed Victualler Aug 10 Matihews & Campbell, 
Keeyney, Peres, Higher Broughton, Tea Merchant Sept 16 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Lea, Joun, Moseley, Gent Augi0 Mitchell & Willmot, Birmingham 

Leicn, Witt1am, Turnham Green terrace..Sept 1 Webb & Co, Strand 

Licurroor, Davin, Saltaire, Woolsorter Augi Scott & Holmes, Bradford 

Latuy, Mary, Boarhunt, nr Fareham Aug?24 Pearce & Son, Portsea 

Tatty, Tuomas, Soberton, Hants, Yeoman Aug 24 Pearce & Son, Portsea 

Marrues, Louis Cuances, Crutched Friars, Seed Merchant Aug 27 Jupp, Lime st 
Miuxs, Groner, Dover, Gent Aug 27 E & A Elwin, Dover 

Moraissy, Rosset, Bowdon, Merchant Sept 14 Earle & Co, Manchester 

Parsons, Scsanx, and Resecca Parsoys, Cheltenham Augi10 Tucker, Bath 

Pures, Rev Gzonox, Pontnewynydd, nr Pontypool Sept 16 Bythway & Son, Ponty- 
Pivxzrtor, Carotixe, Richmond Aug 16 Sharpe & Co, New court, Carey st 

Parts, Rosert, Belton, Lincs, Farmer Aug10 Parkin & Co, Epworth 

Rosinsox, Jonx, Ormskirk, Gent Aug28 Kennedy & Glover, Ormskirk 

Roop, Axx, Sparkhill, Worcs July $1 Green & Williams, Birmingham 

Simmons, Enurna Frances, Hove, Sussex Sept1 Goodman, Brighton 

Snumoys,Ipa Berta, Hove, Suseex Sept1 Frape, Brighton 

Taytor, Estunn, Didsbury, Manchester Septi4 Earle & Co, Manchester 

Tayior, James, Sandgate, Kent Augi4 AD & L JD Brockman, Folkestone 
Troiiore, Grornce Francis, Esq, Streatham Sept 1 Trollope, Parliament st 
Warxins, Caruerme Putiurrs, Ramsgate Aug3l Edwards, Ramsgate 

Wiuiams, Axx Exizazers, Stoke Newington Sept 12 Waller & Sons, Coleman st 
Waricur, Taomas, Glossop, Derby, Joiner Augi5 Davis, Glossop 





Oup anp Rane Fine Insvnaxcs Poxrcres, &c., wanted to complete a 
Collection.—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, , London.— 








CuaLuixor, Hetxx, Boulton Vicarage, Derby Aug 12 Challinors, Hanley [Apvr.] 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Harvey, Rev G tout Po teneit tien in Holy Orders wa duly io Ord uly 1 Glam, Butcher Pontypridd Pet 


London Gasette,—Fripay, July 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arxixsoy, Cuanies Herpert, Kingston upon Hull 
Owner Kingston upon Hull Pet July 6 Ord Ji 


Baayes, Rosert Grey, Station, Bristol, Broker saad | 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 

Barz, Tuomas Sraruerox, Halstead, Essex, 
Cutler Colchester Pet July 10 Ord July i0 

Bort, +, Cuan, Shepherd’s Bush High Court Pet July 9 | 


y 
m= Joun Ley, Pisninghem, Traveller Birmingham | 


Hosss, Jaca yO 


Hogyssy, Hexsy Pda 
Machinist 


| steagem Samugy, the Pudsey, Commercial 
| ‘Traveller Bradford Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


, Rotherham, Refreshment 
Sheffield "Pet Jul 8 i 
Grocer Reading Pet July 9 Grnsones, N, 


+ am 
Nothemsios "Fajen eG Ord July Baxps, =, Ween, es —e } Hull, Tailor Kingston 


Tobbaconist | Rooxe, Gsore Travelling Draper Lin- 


Ord July 10 coln Pet July 9 Ord July 9 


June 24 uly 8 
Wittiam Hawsswewt, Armley, pee Sot Scorr be gy Be CHARLEs, Glam, Butcher, Ponty- 
Huwreake “Pet July Ged July 3 pridd Pet July 8 Ord July 8 


Scort, Roxaup A, Acton a Engineer 
Brentford Poe Sune is Ord J 
house Keeper Sreeeeney, wnateu, Lancs, Milliner Oldham 


Surrey Croydon Pet June12 Ord 


July 9 Ord July | Zangogun, Mane Asx, Bath, Draper Bath Pet June 29 | THOMA® Lhe ig a ron, oe Hay Merchant 


Burcess, Aurnep Son el pingw, Cheshire, Builders’ 
Merchant Macclesfield Pet July8 Ord Jaly 8 “taser, @eeee 
upon 


CaurveLt, Jouxs Hewry, Oldham, Lancs, Carter Oldham 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Coxstasie, WiLiiaM Hem, U 8 A High Court Pet 
Juneé Ord July | Bruen, Srenes 

Dext, Jon tm Se Rotherham, Yorks, Brassfounder | Pet June 

‘ Sheffield Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Vans, Joun Henry, Richmond, Botany, Toolmaker High | 
Court Pet July8 Ord July 8 


| Lioyp, Lewis Epwarp, Pl 
mouth 


| PaRkes, Georce Hevyry, 
‘ord Pet 


Pet July 10 


Fiyxx, “Mixes, inet k bows 29 
a mt orker Middles- | Parxinson, Evizabe ty Te Dewsbury 


Pet July 9 Ord J 


Hull "pa duine Ord Ji 


ymouth, 
feet 10 Od Jul July io 
E, Moorgate st, Stockbroker H Court ‘Wess, Wituiam Henry, Ely, I of S Be 
| 11 Ord July 10 - Cambridge Pet 
Pacz, Rosert Bauyspoy, Cheltenham, Wood Dealer 
Cheltenham Pet July$ Ord July 9 


Yorks, betes Kingston Tors ae, tceate, Brighton Pet 
Tucker, Witua House chmbrs, Gent High 

ruit Merchant Ply- Court Pet May 29 a eed 
House Decorator 


July rd Sly 9 
Woon July 9 Ord ale : 

Y Grocer Pet 
stockbroker | *° Bel Jy aes 


The is substituted for that 
pablishol in the Lenton Gasctte of of June 28 :— 





Ginss, Hanoty Epwix, Sade ‘“< High Pocoox, Cuarves G C, Gent High Court Pet | Jou Manchester, Jeweller Man- 
ony e Organist Hig tia; Kilburn, Ps Asuworts, Wiese won 


Court Pet July10 Ord July 10 t 1 Ord July 10 


27 Ord June 26 
















THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 














ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 


Gottor, Fraxx oraer, lgdney, Glos, Gent Newport, 
Mon Rec Ord July3 Rese July 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Awnax, Davin, Denier by Bow, Ironfounder July 19 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bids, st 
Asunwortn, Joux, Manchester, Jeweller July 23 at3 23, 
Colmore row, Birminhham 


Arxinsox, Gronct Hestixcrox, Guiseley, Leeds, Wheel- 
ht July 19 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Aviss, peRt, Surrey, Builder July 23at12 24, Rail- 


way app, London Bridge 

Bixetep, Hewny Joay, Runcton, Chichester, Builder July 
24 at 3.15 Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 

Brocxuzssy, Joux Arxtxsox, Kingston upon Hull, Saddler 
July 2 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Become, Witurasm Hexry, Preston, Lancs, Stonemason 
July 26 at 2.30 Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Brown, James, Bradford, Yorks, Wool Merchant July 19 
at3 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Crowes, Geornce Frepenicx, Birmingham, Boot Dealer 
July 23 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Couey, TWinttax Brooxes, Kidderminster, Grocer July 
19at2.15 BB sr, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Craurcaiey, Samvue., Walsall, Baker July 23at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Walsall 


Gaxpertox, Eowix, Cannock, Staffs, Baker July 23 at 11 

Gaeenina, Faaxcis, Dorchester, Farmer July 19 at 12.30 
Off isbury 

Groom, Groner, Burnley, Lancs, Fruiterer Aug 1 at 2 
Exc Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 


hange 
Guixe, Revsen Jonny, Broadwater, Fruit ‘onseur July 24 
at 12.15 Melville Green, Solicitor, Chapel rd, 


Howe.s, Joun, Rhymmey, Mon, Butcher July 22 at 3 
Merthyr Tydfil 


Huoues, Joan al Llangollen, Denbighshire, Tanner 
July 22at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Jacxson, Jom Battle, Sussex, Farmer July 22 at 12 
Young & Sons, Bank bidgs, Hastings 

Jones, ale Herpent. Manchester, Raiser July 24 at 
3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Kixe, Henry, Herne Bay, Licensed Victualler July 20 at 
11 Bankruptcy , Carey st 

aan ee | mag ge Remeworth, Butcher July 19 at 

Off Rec, Bond terrace, Wakefield 
ton Parpunicr, pes Grocer ’ July 19 at 12 Off Ree, 


ww, Leeds 

Leven, Seem, Walsall, Saddletree Maker July 23 at 10 

Off Rec, Walsall 

Metis, Argtavr Epwunp, Catford, Grocer’s Traveller 
July 83at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Mituxetox, Witt1am, Bloxwich, Staffs, Journeyman 
Miller July 23 at 10.50 Off Rec, Walsall 

Nose, Rosert, Cramlington, Northumbrid, Cowkeeper 
July 31at12 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Paxon, Henny James, High Holborn, Stationer’ July 22 
atl Bankruptcy — Carey st 

Pouuirzer, Dixon, & Co, Bartlett’s bldgs, Holborn circus, 
Merchants July 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


Paice, Caantzs Wiutiam, Margaret st, Cavendish sq, 
Stockbroker July 24 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 

Paors, ALEXaxpeR James, Belsize rd July 24 at 2.30 
ey iy bldgs, om 

sis & ; aeeany by Bow July 24at12 Bankruptcy 


feces, — ey, Staffs,Grocer July 19 at 11.30 Off 
ley 
Ravens Louis, Market Rasen, Lincs, Solicitor July 25 at 
Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
wn. 2 Tuomas, Cardiff? July 23 at 11 Off Rec, 29, 
, Cardiff 
Tuomas, Ropent, Liansamlet, Glam, Haulier July 19 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandria rd, Swansea 
Tuompson, Josern, Jarrow, Durham, Brick Manufacturer 
July 31 at 11 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Tirren, Grorce, Chichester, Whitesmith July 24 at 2.45 
Dolphin H Hotel, Chichester 
Toms, Fred, Clanton, Glam, Coal Dealer July 23 at 11.30 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Tooiz, Fraxx, West Bromwich, Auctioneer July 24 at 11 
23, row, Birmingham 
Tare, Reaivatp Epwarp, Leckhampton, Cheltenham, 
Clerk in Holy Orders July 20 at 3.15 County Court 


‘Wavz, wnt, Halifax, Engineer July 22 at 11 Off Rec, 
Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apaus, Wiritam James, Epsom, Racehouse Trainer 
Pet June 28 Ord July 6 
— yore -“_-y Me Hull, tte 
pon Hu et July6 Ord July 6 
a ery 8 Gary, Clifton, Broker Bristol Pet July 
Die Tromas Srarierox, Halstead, Essex, Practical 
Cutler Colchester Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Bort, Cuartus, Shepherd’s Bush High Court Pet July 9 
Ord July 9 
Atrrep Epwarn, Alsager, Cheshire, Builders’ 
Merchant Macclesfield’ Pet July6 Ord Julys 
Camppstt, Jonn Henny, Oldham, Lancs, Carter Oldham 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Dext, Joux Bannes, Rotherham, om Brassfounder 
Sheffield Pet July10 Ord July 
Evaxs, Joun Henry, Richmond, Tool Maker High Court 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 
iN, JOHN, ae Gunmaker 
Pet June 19 Ord July 8 





Nottingham 


Grezxixe, Faancis, Dorchester, Farmer Dorchester Pet 
July 5 Ord July 10 

Guuiterr, Feen, and Feaxx Baxer Gutierr, Wealdstone, 
Builders St Alvans Pet July2 Ord July8 

Honrwssy, Heyry Rocers, Yardley Mostions, Agricultural 
Machinist Northampton Pet July8 Ord July8 

Husrer, Wituam Hawxswett, Armley, Journeyman 
Printer Leeds Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Hyriawxp, Samurt, the unger, Pudsey, Commercial 
Traveller Bradford Bet July 10 Ord July 10 

Jessor, Mary, Rotherham, Refreshment house Keeper 
Sheffield Pet July5 Ord July 8 

Litter, Groner, Eastrington, nr Howden, Butcher Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Liorp, Lewis Evwarp, peg Fruit Merchant Ply- 
mouth PetJuly 10 Ord July 10 

Marsnatt, Ausert, Loughborough, Leicestershire, late 
Ironmonger Leicester Pet June 15 Ord July 19 

Mipptetox, Joux, Wanstead, Essex, Dairyman High 
Court Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Pacer, Ropert Braunspom, Cheltenham, Wood Dealer 
Cheltenham Pet July 9 Ord-July 9 

Parxiysox, Exizasern, Dewsbury, Yorks, Fishmonger 
Dewsbury Pet July8 Ord July 9 

Partaince, Bexsamiy, Wednesbury, Staffs, Labourer 
Walsall Pet June2i Ord July 9 

Payye, Heyey, Bristol, Furniture Manufacturer Bristol 
Pet June 24 Ord July 10 

Paiturs, Istport Herscne.y, t st, House Agent 
High Court Pet May 31 Ord July 9 

Rees, Davip, Porth, Glam, Butcher Pontypridd Pet July 
10 Ord July 10 

Rees, Joun Gnirrira, 
Pontypridd Pet July1 Ord July 

Rooker, Groraoz, a= g Lines, Travelling Draper 
Lincoln Pet July 9 July 9 

Russett, Captary Jonn Ricaarp, Weston super Mare 
High Court Pet Feb2i Ord July 8 

Scort, Joun CHar.es, ot — Butcher Ponty- 
pridd Pet Julys8 Ord J 

Sreruenson, WILLiaM, Oldham, * Milliner Oidham Pet 
July9 Ord July 9 

Terry, Ricuaro Runciman, Leatherhead, Schoolmaster 
Croydon Pet May 27 Ord July 6 

Tuomas, Gwitym Ricgarp, Ystrad, Glam, Hay Merchant 
Pontypridd Pet July8 Ord July 10 

Wess, Wi.11am Hewry, Ely, House Decorator Cambridge 
Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Watkins, James Locay, Brixton, General Agent High 
Court Pet July8 Ord July 12 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Kierrer, Joun Baptist, Bradford, Yorks, Tobacconist 
Bradford Adj Sept 14, 1893 Annul July 5, 1895 

Twitt, James, Weston su ap Mare, Butcher Bridgwater 
Adjud June 12, 1893 Annul April 13, 1894 


Postepee®, Cigar Merchant 
9 


London Gasette.—Tursvay, July 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Betsuaw, Witt, Altrincham, Joiner Manchester Pet 
June 26 Ord July 12 

Browy, Grorar aye a forene. Bookkeeper Exeter 
Pet July 12 Ord July 

Browne, James Jonvan, Teamington, Plumber Warwick 
Pet July 10 Ord Ju ily 

Butter, Witt Chossu, Oldham, Butcher Oldham 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Cuarpmas, Franx, Horninghold, Leics, Innkeeper Leices- 
ter Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Ciemo, Witt1am, Penryn, Cornwall, Bus Proprietor Truro 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Ciew.ey, Taomas Pencivat, Manchester, Silk Merchant 
Manchester Pet June 28 Ord July 12 

Craptresr, Atrrep, Heckmondwike, Butcher Dewsbury 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Davies, Tuomas, a Cabinet Maker Hereford Pet 
July 12 Ord July 12 

Ecxerstey, Witu1am, Victoria st, 8 W, age Contrac- 
ror High Court Pet April 1s Ord May 

Fe.itows, Gronce Overton, ta Bian Ses Stone 
Mason Wolverhampton Pet July 10 Ord July 11 

Haw, Cuarves, Powheny, Berkshire,Grocer Oxford Pet 
July 9 Ord July 9 

Horrs, Wittram Jonyx, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Mineral 
yale r Manufacturer Derby Pet July 12 Ord 
July 12 

Hue’ stoy, Parse Warowr, Dusen, General Dealer 
Poole Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Hu — b ~ A W, Fetter lane High Court Pet Feb 8 
Ord Ju 

Hyp, Soun, idol lane, Gt ere, Merchant High Court 
Pet May 23 Ord July 


Joxrs, Eow1x, Swansea, nO Agent Swansea Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 

Livesey, Ricuanp Taomas, Blackburn, Cotton Manufac- 
facturer Blackburn Pet July11 Ord July 11 

Lucas, James, Darwen, Lancs, Draper Blackburn Pet 
July 13 Ord July 13 

Mauturssoy, Tom, and Tomas Manstry, Bradford, 
Artificial Teeth Manufacturer Bradford Pet July 18 
Ord July 19 

Mdlizvoam, Donate, Cannon st High Court Pet May 20 

rd « 

Meap, oo al Urresmare, — Auctioneer 
Yeovil Pet Julyii Ord Jul 

Mornis, W M, Cardiff, Agent Cordis? Pet, June 27 Ord 
July 10 

Octessy, Groner, Rotherham, Mattress Maker Sheffield 
Pet July il Ord July 11 

Packer, James Cross, Netton, Wilts, Farmer Salisbury 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 





July 20, 1895. 
Pace, pyoum, 9 


Birmingham, Provision Merchant 
July 11 Ord July 11 nie 


Pacauen, Joun Hewey, a Norfolk, Baker Norwich Pet 
July 11 Ord Jaly 

Parr, Epuvunp, Tadlew. ‘Cambridgeshire, Farmer Chelten. 
ham Pet Junell Ord July 11 

Pearce, Henry, Shudehill Market, Onion Merchant Map. 
chester Pet Junell Ord June 12 

Rassirs, James Witttam, Ringwood, Coal Merchant 
Salisbury Pet July13 Ord daly 13 

Surra, Cuarces, Lor pberensh, ne OS Leicester 

s Pet July 12 Ord July 12 i. . 

mITH, GronGe, rnsley, ouse Keeper Barnsley 

Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Sournwortrn, Eowarp, and Tuomas Sournworrs, Cherry 
Tree, nr Blackburn, Spinners ia a Cotton Mill Black. 
burn’ Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Sy.ivesrer, Taomas, Birmingham, — Victualler 
Birmingham Pet July12 Ord Jul 

Teaave, Taomas Atraep, Mylor Delage, nr Penryn, 
Blacksmith Truro Pet J 7 Ord July 10 

Tuomrson, Jous, Blackwell, nr Darlington, Licensed Vic. 
tealler Stockton on’Tees Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Tsorsury, Joux, Bouverie st, Bookbinder High Court 
Pet June 21 Ord wy 

Ticsury, James, Potter’ Baker Barnet Pet July 12 
Ord July 12 

Trewarrt, Bexsamin, the younger, § me Auctioneer 
Sunderland Pet June 18 Ord Jul 

Wooxry, Groner, Monmouth, ta 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Yares, James Waxes, and Joun Ciarxson Row.anpsoy 
Fans, Manchester, Manufacturers Pet July 1g Ond 

uly 12 


goer Mon 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arxixsoyx, Cuanies Henpzat, Kingston upon Hull, Lighter 
Owner July 25ati11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, 


Baxves, Koneat Garey, Clifton, Bristol, Broker July 2tat 
12 Off , Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Bate, Tuomas Srap.erton, "Halste tead, Essex, Practical 
Catler July 23.at12.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes street, 
Ipswich 
Campseti, Witiiam Coriixs, Barnoldswick, Yorkshire, 
Watchmaker July 24at12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Bradford 
Cours, Louis Cengnonnon,4 Sheffield, Grocer July 24 at 
8 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffie 
Cousins, CHARLES, Stoke by Nayland, Suffolk, Butcher 
July 23 at 12 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Faamprox, Joux, Nottingham, Gunmaker July 23 at 12 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Gisss, Harotp Epwiy, Nag eomperyy Organist 
at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Gutietr, Frep, and Frank Baker Gutterr, Harrow 
Builders July 24at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 
Hayopow, A F, Duke st, oe James’s July 2iat2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, 
Haywarp, WILuau ome, Canon _ mane Tailor July 
23,at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 
Hanvine, A, Tottenham court rd, Merchant July 23 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, py ‘st 
Hosss, Arruur ReGinatp, Southampton, Tobacconist 
July 24 at 3.15 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
Hy.anp, Samvug., the youn y, Yorkshire, Com- 
mercial Traveller ‘ler 25 at 11 On Rec, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 
Incautt, WiuiaM, Sheffield, Late Coal Merchant July 25 
at 12.30 Off Ree, Lincoln 
Joyrs, Epw > Carnarvon, Retired Merchant July 25at 
3 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Lanspowx, Many Aww, Bath, Dra July 24 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Livesey, Ricuarp Tuomas, Blackburn, Lancs, Cotton 
Manufacturer July 24 at 2.30 County Court house, 
Blackburn 
Mipp.erox, Jou, Essex, Cowkeeper July 23at1 Bank~ 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Moreans, Wittiam Lewis, Earl’s Court, Tea Merchant 
July 25at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Pater, Joun Henry, Norfolk, Baker July 24at 3.30 Off 
Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Parxinsoy, Exizassta, Dewsbury, Yorks, Fishmonger 
July 23at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Parr, Epuunp, Tadlow, Cambs,Farmer July 23 at 3 Of 
Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 
Putctuan, Joun Tuomas, Bradford, Yorks,Grocer July 24 
atll Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Remaineton, Samus. Linpsay joes. _ 8 Som Tutor 
MEL pe 
KE, GreoRGE, ins! ravi Dra r Jul 
25 at 11.30 Off Rec, Lins ing m3 . 
Surrsox, ALEXanpDeR Tuomas, Barnsbury, Clerk July 2i 
at 12 , Carey st 
Sreruensox, Wituiam, O| dham, nes, Milliner July 24 
s at 3 _ 3 brs, — *. 0 ‘al 
TANLEY, Cuartes 8, Patcham, Poultry gg 2» 
at iz Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighto: . 
Teacus, Tuomas pnenans Mylor Bridge, a salt Black- 
smith July 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Tuonrsurn, Jonny, Bouverie st, Bookbinder July 23 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy Carey st 
Tvucken, Wale House Santon, Gent July 24 
at il Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Veugeents. bes! Cheapside, Architect 
bldgs, Carey st 
eg ee Hewsry, Ely, I of E, House Decorator 
July 23 at 4 Off Rn! oy! 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
bear Percy , Artist July 26 at 12 neal 
Bay nme Carey st 


July 23 


July 256 at li 


wane James Wacker, and Joux CLanxson RowLaspsox | 
Mi.ws, Manchester, Spinners Ra 23 at 2.30 Ogden’s” 
chmbrs, Bridge st, ‘Mancheste 
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ited for thi lished i thi Lea- | 

Jed n - substitu’ ‘or that pu in the ~ 

-_ m Gazette of July 12, 1895 :— 

Jackson, a. "Battle, Farmer July 22 at 12 Young & 
Sons, Bank bldgs 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Raverstock, Jonny, =. Wilts, Farmer Newbury 
Pet June 18 Ord J 

Buezzaxt, Goonas, the a i ~4 noe Wilts, Builder 
Bat Pet May 14 Ord 

Biw.ake, Gzoree, Wellington Balop, Solicitor Madeley 
Pet Feb 26 Ord July 12 

Brown, Grorce Herserrt, a Book Keeper Exeter 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

BurieR, muamM Crosstey, Oldham, Lanes, Butcher 
Oldbam Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Cuarmax, Frank, Horninghold, a, Innkeeper 
Leicester Pet July11 Ord July 12 

Cremo, Witt1amM, Penryn, Cornwall, Bus Proprietor 
Truro Pet July 13 Ord July 13 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


i ne 9, 613; also the 
[= aeeiaieiabiameatel 
p. 4), 


July 24.—Messrs. Eowrx Fox & Bovsrietp, at the 
o3pn. Tae Estate in Newgate, and Freehol 
Pr at Finchley (see advertisements, this week, 
p. 4). 


omy, 24.—Messrs. Rost. W. Futier, Moon, & Frame. at 
he —_. at 2 p.m., Freehold Building Estate in Surrey 
pt advertisement, ‘July 6, p. 630). 

July 26.—Messrs. Manpox, Son, & Green, at the at 
1.30 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see 
advertisement, this week, p. 4). 

July 26.—Messrs. ee & Sow, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. 

"vamily Resi a ‘Warehouses (see advertisement, 
this week. p.3 

July 26.—Mr. el Rein, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Free- 

hold Ground-rent of the Comedy Theatre (see advertise- 
ment, July 6, p. 4). 





Cottier, Jonx Caartes, Shipnal, Salop, Coachbuild 
Madeley Pet June 25 Ord July 10 

Ceastaer, Auraep, Yorks, Butcher Dewsbury Pet July 
12 Ord July 12 

Davies, Tuomas, tet, Cabinet Maker Hereford Pet 
July 10 Ord July 1 

Dear, Tomas Ate Bad Alton, a - a Solicitor Win- 
chester Pet May10 Ord July 11 

Fe.ttows, Groner Overton, Wolv ae, Stonemason 
Wolverhampton Pet J aly 9 Ord July 11 

Firys, 7 iddlesborough, Ironworker Middles- 

Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Hatt, y~ oh, Blewbury, Berks, Grocer Oxford Pet 
July9 Ord July 9 

Harais, Gzorce Henry, Sutton Coldfield, Engineer Bir- 
miogham Pet June13 Ord July 11 

Hanaisox, Faep Consitt, and Hexyry Murray Wasn- 
pournnse, Warwick lane, Ta ry Manufacturers High 
Court Pet April19 Ord July 10 

Haywarp, Witittam Ratrn, Cannon st, Tailor High 
Court Pet Junel4 Ord July 13 

Hosss, Arruur Reainatp, Southampton, Tobacconist 
Southampton Pet July5 Ord July 12 

Hotsroox, Jostan, St George, Glos, 
Bristol Pet July1 Ord July 11 

Hopes, Wr1ii1am Jou, Long Eaton, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Derby Pet Julyil Ord July 12 

Hvuatston, Partie Watroiz, Boscombe, General Dealer 
Poole Pet July 12 Ord duly 12 

Livesey, Ricuarp Tuomas, Blackburn, Cotton Manufac- 
turer Blackburn Pet July11 Ord July 11 

Lucas, James, Darwen, Draper Blackburn Pet July 13 
Ord July 18 

Matuinsoyx, Tom, and Tuomas Mawsiey, Bradford, Ati- 
ficial Teeth Manafacturers Bradford Pet July 13 
Ord July 13 

Mityz, Samurt Leowarp, Sarsfeld rd, Balham High 
Court Pet May 31 Ord July 10 

Moopy, Cuartes Bovcner, Grosvenor tree, Cambrwl 
High Court Pet May 20 Ord kK 10 

Moxreans, Wiii1am Lewis, Earl’s Ct, Tea Merchant High 
Court Pet April 27 Ord July 10 


Nosie, Rosert, Cramlington, Northmbrid, oe 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 10 Ord July ll 

Octessy, Gzoras, Rotherham, Mattress Maker Sheffield 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 


Packer, James Cross, tl ane Farmer Salis- 
bury Pet July 12 Ord July 13 

Pace, Bexsamin, Birmingham, Provision Merchant Bir- 

minghara Bet July 11 Ord July 12- 

Pages, Wit11am,and Wiiu1ak Henry James, re, 
rad Refiners Birmingham Pet June Ord 
uly 11 

Patmer, Jonn Hewry, ae Norfolk, Baker Norwich 
Pet July 10 Ord July 11 

Parker, Jouy, ba _ereetie, Farmer War- 
wick Pet June 8 Ord July 10 

Paice, Coarces WiLL14M, Cavendish sq, Stockbroker High 
Court Pet May 30 Ord July 10 

Puttmay, Jons Toomas, Bradford, Yorks, Grocer Brad- 
ford Pet July 6 Ord July 11 

Paxon, Henry James, High Holborn, Stationer High 
Court Pet June19 Ord July 12 


Rapsitts, James Wii.iam. Ringwood, Southampton, Coal 
Merchant Salisbury Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Buwmincron, Samvet Linpszy Moors, Earl’s ah Tutor 
High Court July5 Ord July 12 

Sanps, Voom Kingston upon a aie Kingston 
upon H Pet June 24 Ord Jul 

Surru, teen Loughborough, Shopkeeper Leicester 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Surra, Gsores, Barnsley, Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper 
Barnsley Pet Julyi2 Ord July 12 

Sovrnworrs, Epwanrp, and Taomas Souraworrtn, Cherry 
Tree, Blackburn, Farmers Blackburn Pet July 12 
Ord July 12 

Teacus, Tuomas aoe. ee, Blacksmith Truro 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Tuomrson, Jouy, Blackwell, nr Darli: m, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Stockton on Tees Pet J 10 Ord July 10 

Tirpex, Groras, Se Bar Sussex, Whitesmith Brighton 
Pet July6 Ord July 11 

Wooxey, Groraz. ena, Grocer Newport,Mon Pet 
July 12 Ord July 


t Manufacturer 


Yares, James Wane ie Joun CLarxson Row.anpsox, 
Manchester, acturer Manchester Pet July 12 
Ord July ogee 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 23.—Messrs. Bean, Bunwerr, & Exprrpes, at the 
~_ Life Policies (see advertisement, ah woke 


July 23.—Mesars. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bawwce- 
‘waren, ab the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estate at 


All letters intended for <eelllietlon in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxiorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 








ay. — — Thocoughl competent Convey- 
Aanagtog Cerk Wanted in the North of 

do Commercial and 
mitted man 


for ten years, and reasons for lea g each 
A., “Solicitors’ Journal’’ Office, 27, Chancery- 
lane, W.C. 





QO*® ENT COMPANY’S YACHTING 
CRUISES by the ee 4 aw 8,876 
tons register, leaving Loxpon as under 


For the NORWAY FIORDS, 
$rd Aveust, for 15 days. 


For COPENHAGEN, TN 8T. _ Pree, 
the BALTIC CANAL, & 
27th Avavsrt for 29 days. 
8 band, electric light, electric bells, hot and cold 
baths, -class cuisine. 
Managers: F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co, 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 


pommee cauly @ the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
sven Londons BC C.; j,0F to the West-end Branch Office, 


INSUBANOE OFFICE. 
‘ounded 1710. 
S UJ N LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
SUM INSURED in 1894, £393,622,400. 


EDE AND SON, 


phere oe cape 
Ses the Whole of the 


of London, &e. 











» Be: 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation iobes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








~ EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, 


GOVERNMENT $ GENERAL PUBLISHERS. 


ISTRATION ORD 1895. — COM- 
PLETE SET OF aye nat gb and FORMS 
Now Ready. Orders should be sent at once. Lists on 
application. 


PIRANTIAS, SPATRNENTS Oost Oo 
a. cach, of each, or Is. 
or Is, rh per doz. 

AOTS OF PARLIAMENT (Just oe - 
Corrupt and Practices a. 


Tadicial Committee “Amendinent 1d. ; 
pF Amendment, 1d. ; Mortgagee’s Legal 
A B OC GUIDE TO THE POOR LAW.— 
By a BARRISTER. Cloth, 6d. 
Mo EY lero penis fort st Sine" 
* So simple and accurate that would do well to 
keep a copy in their pockets.” ~ 


A Review of th 
maton auton. By 9. BE aow oto ° 


Paper, 1s; cloth, 2s. 
“If trade unioniata and their officials wish to to behold 
themselves the spectacles of the enemy, they will 
ichans the mast my of th malo 
= e 
infieal tee Hew Usionion wick bas yet 
Liberty Review. 


THE MI MERCHANT SHIPPING ACT, 1894, 
ae eee 
i 3 
Sou ‘ales Circuit, Barrister-at-Law. 7s. 6d. 
UTY and SUCCESSION DUTY. 


wat >) 
nia Duty (67 & 58 Vict. c. 30), so far as 
Succession with 


and the 
and Notes. J. E. CRA RD 
Temple, Law. 








LONDON: EAST HARDING STREET, E.C. 


FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 
N4tiovaL MORTGAGE and AGENCY 
COMPANY of NEW ZEALAND (Limited). 

Tausress : 


JAMES MACANDREW, . (Chairman The National 
Bank of New + deolbed, Limited). 


THOMAS HORNE, Esq., W.8., Edinburgh. 
Cuarnman—H. R. GRENFELL, Esq. 





as restricted to the amount of the 
but are now further secured by a Trust Deed, 
cltating «Pere charge there for h Hold 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED 
(Estastisuzv 1828), 
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~ PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &e. 


SPINK & SON, Geisuuen AND Sievieeenee, 17 anp 18, Procaprity, W., and at 1 anp 2, 


GRacecHURCH-sTREET, Connutii, Lonpon, E.O., beg respec 


tfully’ to announce that they ACCURATELY 
Estab- 


appraisg the above for the LecaL Prorusston or purcHasE the same for cash if desired. 
lished 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. _The Queen ond 


7283.60 


H.8.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 


0,o00°0o 





BEEN PAID BY THE 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ 


ASSURANCE COMPANY 


(ESTABLISHED 1849) 


AS COMPENSATION FOR 


Se OF 
64, CORNHILL, LONDON. 


. VIAN, Seorctary. 


NATIONAL REVERSIONARY INVESTMENT per LIMITED 
(Instituted 1837). 


For the Purchase of Absolute or Contingent Reversions, Life Interests, and 
Policies of Assurance en Lives. 


Orrice—63, _OLD > BROAD STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
DIRECTORS : 


Thairman —A. P. HEYWOOD LAL Esq. 
Biao, Epwarp F., 
Powsowsy, aw 4 Hon. &. C. W. 
Rewpaut, G. A., Esq. 


Deputy-Chairman—AUG. W. GADESDEN, Esq. 
Scappixne, WALTER, 
Tew, Percy, Esq 


Trotter, W., Esq. 


Witoe, Exxzst J., Esq. 
Solicitors—Messrs. ILIFFE, HENLEY, "& SWEET, Bedford-row. 


Forms for submitting Proposals for Sale may be obtained at the Offices of the Company. 


C. F. ATKINSON, Ssgcrrrary. 








ESTABLISHED 1851. 
BIRKBECK BANK| 
TWO-AND-A neta tao ma 

on DEPOSITS, re je on demand. 


TWO per on CURRENT "ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum month! tng when not ~~ | 
STOCKS and 8 purchased and sold. below £100. 

SAVINGS DEPA DEPARTMENT. | 


Coqemnament « of Thrift the Bank receives small | 
eure, on depos ad allows Interest monthly on each | use 


BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHOLD LAND SOCIETY. | 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 


The BIRKBECK ALMANACE, with full e 
post free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, 


published kby’ vO aan | 
Sh 


— 117, CHANCER 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, | 
to direct the afenticn of the Legal Profess: 
fo the advantages of his long experience of upwards. ‘of 


Santh 











ip, wi necessary Declaratien 
Official stamps for pete arg and file of “London 
Gazette” kept. By appointmen’ 


WELL & WRIGHT, of Dovereux- 





in 
Cl 
ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— 


at 9 am. during the Summer Months. 
Additions. Book direct to Baker-street Station. 





i Sours, 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


“sf Sa ek 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immedjate 

MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 

dibutin printed in the ae for ion and 

ibution. SHARE CATES, DEBENTURES, 
UES, &c. » s engraved and rinted. 


OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeante’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES 


BB4sD AND CO.’8 Al SAUCE. 





PRESERVED PROVISIONS 


| pam MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 





| Resmaron OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 


Costumes, 
music all day. 
comfort. 
M424ME TUSsAUD's EXHIBITION, 
THE LIBERATOR F PARE sonal BaL- | 
me Open at 9 a.m. | 


Sees, = = Oi 


lew songs, solos, &c. 
Popular prices. Every convenience and | 








Tout SOUP, and JELLY, and other 


QPECIALITIES for INVALIDS. 


CAUTION -—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 


Sole address : 
ll, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR. 








DALRYMPLE HOME + 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 





INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND T . 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. a 


A PRIVATE HOME, 


ESTABLISHED 1864, 


For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper ai 
Higher Middle Classes ae cates Som the above. Hi 
successful results. ECP. Medical Sir BENJAL Tt 
WARD RICHARDSON, M. ged ~ 
ant: Dr. J. 8T. T. CLARKE, hor tea 
apply, Mrs. Tazosa.p, Principal, Tower House, Leicester, 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRU 
HIGH SHOT HOUSE 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. 
2} to 4 Guineas. 





Teall 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), 


INTEMPERANCE. 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICES 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Medical Attenient—CHAS, ¢, BOND, F.R.C.8. Eng. | 





RR 


| Principal—H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. Study of Inebrietyys 


30 YEARS’ EXPERIENCE. 


Excellent Medical References. For terms and pertiulam 
apply MISS RILEY, or tedy Superintendent. 


‘LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 





ALEXANDER & 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 


2.0.8. (Bag Jay 


SHEPHEARD,” 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 


And all General and Commercial Werk, — 


Every description of Printing—large or small, 


A. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newspapet | 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishing, ~ 


Contracts entered into. 


GOLD PEN, 


WITH DIAMOND POINT, 





Anti-corrosive—Flexible—Durable—Adapting itself” 


to any Handwriting. 
Price 6d. each; 
With White Metal Pocket Holder, complete 
Or, with Mordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holders— 
Fluted Pattern, complete oe ae 
Fluted Pattern, Telescopic ne 
Other patterns in great variety. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPH 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


post-free, 7d. 
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